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This thesis presents an edition, translation and grammatical study of three Judaeo-Arabic 
manuscripts comprising the story Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma ‘The Story of the Skull’, where typical 
features of the Jewish variety of Arabic, written and spoken in Egypt during the 19th 
century, are outlined. Special attention is paid to the dichotomy between the substandard 
varieties Middle Arabic, Non-Standard Cairene and spoken Egyptian Jewish Arabic on one 
side, and the varieties Standard Arabic and Standard Cairene on the other side. In addition 
to a number of acknowledged Jewish features attested in the material, new orthographic 
observations have been made of r as a reflex of emphatic l, e.g. in the spelling of allāh > 
arrāh ‘God’ and ᵓiṭṭallaᶜ fī > ᵓiṭṭarraᶜ fī ‘look closely at’, never before attested in written form. 
Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma was originally written in Arabic, only later to be translated to Judaeo-
Arabic. The story is reminiscent of the qiṣaṣ al-ᵓanbiyāᵓ genre, which presents the pre-Islamic 
prophets from a popular, yet Islamic perspective. The Judaeo-Arabic versions, however, are 
evidently of Jewish influence, both in terms of narrative and linguistic content. 
The Judaeo-Arabic language comprises a continuum of Arabic varieties used by Jews living 
or formerly living in Arabic speaking countries. Their unique sociolinguistic situation makes 
Judaeo-Arabic relevant to the study of Arabic linguistics, most importantly the history of the 
Arabic language and its different written and spoken varieties.  
Written Judaeo-Arabic is closely connected to the substandard spectrum of written varieties 
called Middle Arabic, incorporating elements of Classical Arabic, dialect, pseudo-corrected 
features, and the standardization of such features. Because it is written in Aramaic-Hebrew 
script, it may reveal substandard phonetic, morphologic, lexical and syntactic features, 
unlike the conventional and strictly established Arabic orthography. This becomes especially 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
1.1 Judaeo-Arabic texts: Exhibiting a wide specter of written and 
spoken varieties 
The study of Judaeo-Arabic (henceforth JA) manuscripts provides an opportunity to analyze 
stages of literary standards on one side and spoken varieties on the other, with reference to 
the linguistic history of Arabic, dialectology and the case of diglossia. Here, we may speak of 
Judaeo-Arabic ethnolects or religiolects, varieties used by a distinct religious community, 
comprising elements of Classical Arabic, dialectal components as well as standard and non-
standard pseudo-corrected features.1 A specter of varieties may be found within both of the 
categories of written and spoken language.2 Naturally, we speak of Arabic dialects, differing 
from one another based on their geographical location. But we may also say that these 
dialectal varieties differ within; a wide specter of sociolects may be found within every 
dialectal variety. Furthermore, these sociolects differ from author to author and speaker to 
speaker, depending on a number of external factors and individual intentions. These are e.g. 
the writer’s attitude towards the standard variety’s status and function, i.e. its written 
norms, puristic grammar and political, religious or ethnic recognition. Another 
important factor is the domain, pertaining to and determining the use of a particular 
language in a particular situation. In other words, every single variety is shaped and 
refined within the social, ethnic or religious groups in which they are spoken. 
                                              
1 Hary 1992:xiii. Pseudo-corrected features are discussed in chapter 2.4.1. 
2 An extensive discussion on the issue of the (connected but also diverging) entities of written and spoken 
language, is found in Wagner 2010:2ff. 
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In the study of the Arabic language, especially in sociolinguistics where we are dealing with 
the two polar varieties ‘High’ and ‘Low’3 on the diglossic continuum, we find vast 
phonological, morphological and syntactic differences between literary Standard Arabic 
(henceforth StA)4 and spoken dialects from around the Arabic speaking world. In general, 
there is a clear dichotomy between the spoken dialect on one side, and StA on the other. 
However, not all spoken and written varieties fit into this dichotomy on the diglossic 
continuum, like those used by Christians and Jews; Non-Muslim communities may have a 
desire to segregate themselves linguistically from the Muslim population and to create their 
own sociolects or religiolects. As a result, these communities’ written varieties will not be as 
closely aligned with Muslim religious literature (which is a cornerstone of the prevalent StA 
normative). Hence, JA texts may exhibit a register closer to the spoken variety, and features 
that are neither dialectal nor StA, but rather a variety found somewhere along the Arabic 
continuum.5 
JA texts, especially those involving prose, are important tools when studying historical 
linguistics, various literary standards and dialectology. This is not only because of the 
‘special case’ of the Arabic speaking Jews (mentioned above), but also because JA texts are 
written in the Aramaic-Hebrew script. This potentially reveals numerous deviations from 
StA on phonetic, morphologic, lexical and syntactic level—deviations that may be more 
difficult to detect or only hypothetically attested in Arabic script because of its conventional 
written norms concealing colloquial distinctions. Depending, of course, on the author or 
scribe’s orthographic style and preferences, JA texts may therefore exhibit elements not 
usually possible to detect in Arabic script. 
                                              
3 As put forward by Ferguson (1959a). A discussion of the terms ‘High’ and ‘Low’ can be found in chapter 2.2. 
4 An explanation of the term Standard Arabic is given in chapter 2.1. 
5 Wagner 2010:5 
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1.2 The thesis 
This paper provides philological and sociolinguistic discussions and an overview of relevant 
scholarly works on the issues presented above (chapter 2). After that, a historical review of 
the Jews of 19th-century Cairo and their storytelling tradition is given (chapter 3). Next are 
the two main chapters of the thesis, namely a critical text, apparatus and English translation 
of three versions of the story Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma (Quṣṣat ilGumguma as it is pronounced in 
Egyptian Arabic) ‘The Story of the Skull’ (chapter 4), followed by a linguistic analysis 
providing a relevant grammar of the content found in the three manuscripts (chapter 5). 
Finally, some concluding remarks on the linguistic analysis are given (chapter 6). 
In Blanc’s (1974) study on the register of the spoken variety extant in the Jewish community 
of Cairo, he made a point out of not labeling the variety ‘Jewish Cairene’, but rather ‘Non-
Standard Cairene’ (henceforth NStC). This NStC variety is believed to have fallen into disuse 
over time, retained only by Jews. However, although holding exclusive Jewish communal 
features within Cairo, these features may also occur in other spoken varieties outside Cairo,6 
thus it does not represent an exclusive Jewish or communal feature. After Blanc’s pioneering 
work, Rosenbaum (2002a; 2002b) have been studying the variety he refers to as the spoken 
Egyptian Jewish Arabic dialect (referring to this variety, I will henceforth be using the term 
coined by Rosenbaum [2002b], i.e. EgJA), aiming to fill in a gap by identifying features 
exclusively found in the spoken variety of the Jewish community in Cairo and Alexandria.7 
His work is based on data elicited from informants still familiar with their spoken EgJA 
variety. Today there are almost no Jews remaining in Egypt, and during a recent, personal 
                                              
6 According to Blanc (1974:211), the A-form and the N-form (see chapter 5.2.3.1 for examples from my material 
and a discussion on the topic) is found in Lower as well as Upper Egypt, in urban as well as rural areas, in 
sedentary as well as Bedouin varieties, and in gāl-dialects as well as qāl-dialects. 
7 As Rosenbaum points out (2002b:35), the vast majority of Egyptian Jews were living in the cities of Cairo and 
Alexandria in the 20th century.  
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conversation with him in Jerusalem, he estimated the chances of finding Egyptian Jews 
today who are still employing this particular variety to be extremely small. 
The endeavor of the thesis is to identify and highlight phonological, morphological, 
syntactic and lexical features relevant to the Jewish substandard variety spoken in 19th-
century Cairo (and by all accounts, Alexandria)—by means of three 19th-century prosaic JA 
texts—which might reveal unique Jewish communal variety features, as well as the Jewish 
community’s contemporary Middle Arabic literary style (henceforth MA).8 These features 
will be compared to and studied in the light of the spoken Standard Cairene (which has the 
function of being the standard Egyptian dialect, henceforth referred to as StC9) and the 
written Standard Arabic variety (StA), as illustrated in the following diagram: 
      Standard varieties     Substandard varieties 
Written StA  MA 
Spoken StC  NStC and the EgJA variety 
With a risk of repeating myself, the aim here is to distinguish non-standard features from 
standard ones, both written and spoken, which implies that I will identify and single out 
genuine MA, NStC and EgJA features found in the three manuscripts and examine them in 
parallel with previous scholarly work on the topic—aiming to document as many features as 
possible deviating from the spoken StC and written StA normative. 
Much has been written on Early and Classical JA, for the most part by means of the 
pioneering work of Joshua Blau. However, beyond Blanc’s aforementioned article from 
1974, little has been written on later and modern Egyptian JA sources in general, and the 
                                              
8 An explanation of the term Middle Arabic is given in chapter 2.4 
9 An explanation of the term Standard Cairene is given in chapter 2.3.1. 
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EgJA variety in particular.10 No comprehensive grammar on the topic exists today as far as I 
know. By means of this thesis, I wish to contribute to the composition of monographic works 
as such, and contribute to widen the searchable corpora of JA texts, in order for further 
systematic studies of written and spoken varieties to be carried out in the future. In the 
following, I will draw general conclusions on the manuscripts’ orthographic and linguistic 
content, and define their language synchronically by their historical period and linguistic 
level, regarding both the spoken and the written variety.  
1.3 The process of collecting and studying the material 
Preliminary to the writing I was inspired by an article on a JA text of the Qiṣaṣ al-ᵓAnbiyāᵓ 
genre (Edzard 2012) that I read during my courses on medieval JA texts. Because of my 
knowledge of the Egyptian Arabic dialect, it was natural to look for something related to 
this variety. Dr. Esther-Miriam Wagner from the Taylor-Schechter Genizah Research Unit at 
the University of Cambridge made me aware of the vast amount of 18th and 19th-century 
JA manuscripts from Egypt. Prof. Benjamin Hary, a pioneer scholar in the field of Jewish 
religiolects, encouraged me to search through the Cairo Collection11 for relevant corpora. 
Here, I found Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma, and noticed that it was not included in his work on the 
isrāᵓiliyyāt,12 and he personally suggested that I take a look at the story, as it could be of 
great interest. I was lucky to find another two JA versions of the story in the database of 
Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts at the Israeli National Library in Jerusalem, 
both belonging to the Karaite community in Israel. In addition, there turned out to be an 
original, quite similar Muslim-Arabic version of the story, relatively easy to find. The three 
                                              
10 cf. Hary 1992:xiv; Rosenbaum 2002b:35; Khan 2006:37. For a list of works in (not on) Modern Judaeo-Arabic, 
see Corré 1989.  
11 More on the Cairo Collection in chapter 4. 
12 Hary is currently preparing this for publication, cf. Hary 2009:64 
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JA manuscripts constitute the primary sources for this thesis, i.e. with the exception of 
secondary literature, the thesis is solely based on written material.13 
When corresponding with Prof. Hary and the Karaite community in Israel, I learned that 
little or nothing significant had been written on the linguistic character of the manuscripts. 
In the following period, I interpreted the three manuscripts and transliterated each one 
separately in Modern Hebrew letters. The three transliterations were aligned in a synopsis, 
which helped me identify the orthographic and linguistic differences in the material. In turn, 
these differences were noted in the apparatus along with other visible differences between 
the manuscripts.14 An idiomatic translation of the base text15 was made, the theoretical 
framework laid as a basis for further interpretation, and a linguistic analysis written. The 
linguistic analysis very much follows the same methodological approach as found in Hary 
(1992) and Wagner (2010), of whose work I am a great admirer. 
1.4 Technical notes 
When rendering StA, Latin transcription standards according to the system of Encyclopedia 
of Arabic Language and Linguistics (EALL) are followed.16 Case endings are normally 
applied, albeit not in the end of a sentence: ẓahrun ᵓaḥmaru wa-ẓahrun ᵓabyaḍ.17 Because the 
thesis is exclusively based on written sources, the use of phonetic symbols are avoided. 
When appearing, syllable boundaries are indicated with a dot (/ka.ta.ba.ki.tā.ban/). For 
                                              
13 See chapter 5.1 for a discussion on the different aspects associated with studying JA written material. 
14 Prof. Ofra Tirosh-Becker at the Hebrew University deserve sincere thanks for helping me with the methodology 
of this careful process. 
15 Of reasons explained in chapter 4, the GAM manuscript was chosen to represent the base text. In parts of the 
manuscript were the language is unclear, the two other manuscripts are used to achieve a reasonable 
understanding and translation. 
16 A detailed description of the transcription of Arabic is found in Reichmuth 2009. 
17 Phonemic representation is according to EALL standards, with the exception of ḏ̣. Here I have chosen to use ẓ, 




transcription of the StC, NStC and the EgJA variety, standards are in accordance with those 
given in Fischer and Jastrow (1980:11ff.). The aim is to accurately represent the varieties’ 
phonetics, but at the same time to reflect their relationship with StA. Therefore I have tried 
my best to render pronunciation by means of phonemes found in the StA system of 
transcription, with the addition of a few new symbols, e.g. diacritics to represent prosodic 
features, and letters and sounds that are not usually found in StA such as ē and ǝ. According 
to the standards of EALL, articles are not hyphenated (iššams, not iš-šams),18 but I cannot 
find a good reason not to indicate morpheme boundaries, hence articles are hyphenated iš-
šams. The same are other morpheme boundaries. Latin transcription of Hebrew is done 
according to EHLL standards. 
I have predominantly used Latin script and EALL phonemes when rendering isolated sounds, 
and Arabic script to render examples of StA, but some parts are transliterated in Latin 
letters, e.g. when dealing with names of letters19 and grammatical terms, when illustrating 
assimilation, ambiguous grammatical affixes and stems, or in other situations where it has 
been found it necessary. 
It goes without saying that the following is object to editing and translation mistakes, 
writing errors and intentional modification. In connection to this, I take full responsibility. 
 
 
                                              
18 See Reichmuth 2009. 
19 I have predominantly used the names of the Arabic letters, not their Hebrew equivalents, because the 




In this thesis, the following abbreviations are used:20 
CA – Classical Arabic 
CAI – Cairo – Jewish Communities 104 (name of manuscript) 
GAM – Ramle – Rabbi Yosef Algamil (name of manuscript) 
JA – Judaeo-Arabic  
EgJA – spoken Egyptian Jewish Arabic 
KAR – Ramle – The Karaite community in Israel 42 (name of manuscript) 
MA – Middle Arabic 
MSA – Modern Standard Arabic 
StA – Standard Arabic 
StC – Standard Cairene 






                                              
20 For technical symbols found in the critical edition, see 4.2.1.2. 
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Chapter 2: Theoretical framework 
2.1 From Old Arabic to New Arabic 
As JA and MA in general represent the different intermediate dimensions of the Arabic 
language,21 a natural way to start drawing the theoretical framework for this thesis is to look 
at the different Arabic varieties (those known to scholars) from a chronological viewpoint.22 
Ancient or Old Arabic refers to the earliest known examples of the Arabic language, 
presumably dating back to the 4th century. These are so-called ‘epigraphic evidence’, 
consisting of a number of Arabic documents transcribed in scripts normally used to write in 
other languages, like Sabaic, Nabataean and Aramaic. Furthermore, there are attestations of 
a few Arabic words in late Nabataean graffiti, discovered in northwest Arabia.23 Other 
examples are the pre-Islamic poetry’s oral traditions24 preceding the 6th century that were 
preserved and written down by Arab grammarians during the 8th century. According to 
Hary (1987:11), Old Arabic was not a standardized language, but was codified and ‘sealed’ 
by the 8th-century grammarians, into what today is to be referred to as Classical Arabic 
(CA)—to which the Qurᵓān probably has been the single most influential literary work. Even 
though there are lexical and stylistic differences, as well as different rules for reading out 
loud, the strictly codified CA serves as the basis for the conventional (official written) 
Modern Standard Arabic (MSA) used throughout the Arab world today. The rasm, i.e. the 
‘plain outline’ or the ‘skeleton’ of the word in MSA is deliberately written in its CA form; we 
                                              
21 The intermediate varieties of the Arabic language are discussed in general terms in chapter 2.2, and in the 
framework of the Middle Arabic variety in 2.4. Following Ferguson’s article “Diglossia” (1959a), a number of 
scholars like Blanc 1960, Kaye 1972 and Badawī 1973 (to mention just a few) have contributed to this 
discussion. 
22 An introduction to the history of the Arabic language is given in Retsö (1990). 
23 Macdonald 2008:465 
24 The pre-Islamic poetry’s oral traditions, as well as the Qurᵓān and ᵓAyyam al-ᶜArab were first preserved orally, 
only later to be written down, cf. Macdonald 2008:465 
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may say that MSA is the direct descendant of CA.25 This implies that when written, 
orthographic conventions may disguise the writer’s/speaker’s distinguished vernacular 
characteristics, usually so evident when pronounced. These conventions more or less apply 
to all written variants of the Arabic Language. The irregularities of written Arabic on the 
other side, e.g. when compared to written CA, will be discussed in detail later in the present 
chapter, and in chapter 5. Henceforth, the term Standard Arabic (StA) will predominantly be 
used when referring to the ‘High’, Classical and Modern Standard Arabic variety, also 
referred to as al-ᶜarabiyya al-fuṣḥā. 
Historically, New Arabic26—the Arabic dialects—developed and diverged as partial result of 
gradual and spontaneous change of lifestyle, and population movement within and outside 
the Arabic Peninsula in times after the 6th century, to give a terminus post quem. Versteegh 
(1984:35ff.) suggests three stages in which the Arabic dialects might have emerged: In the 
first stage, inhabitants of the newly conquered territories at first learned ‘make-shift’ 
varieties of Arabic (‘pidginization’) that were used in marriages with women whose native 
language was Berber, Persian, Aramaic etc. The second stage was characterized by a process 
of nativization of the variety (‘creolization’) by means of these new inhabitants’ children. 
Later on, in the third stage, this creole language was affected by the standardized form of 
the native speakers of Arabic (‘decreolization’). Concerning the latter, he suggests that 
Arabic dialects represent a “[…] radical restructuring of the entire linguistic structure of the 
Arabic language” (1984:35). His hypothesis has received some criticism (see e.g. Heath 
1986; Jastrow 2002). For example, Heath (1986:952f.) points out that the idea of Arabic 
dialects as general community-wide pidgins that turns into creoles are difficult to accept, 
                                              
25 Ryding 2011:844f. 
26 New (or Neo) Arabic refers to dialects for everyday communication, cf. Blau 1988:1ff. 
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and uses the example of Morocco and Iraq (which show few remains of radical27 reshaping 
of stem forms, lexical meaning and the like) to prove his point.28 Jastrow calls Versteegh’s 
model a ‘blatant overstatement’ “[…] not applicable to all Arabic islands […] let alone the 
dialects of Zone II and I” (2002:349).29 
The Arabic dialects, as opposed to the Old Arabic we know today, have almost never been 
isolated: Religious pilgrimages, trade caravans, markets, alliances and migratory work has 
brought together people from different tribes and sub-tribes.30 Geographically, we are 
dealing with three ‘zones’, (I) namely parts of the Arabic Peninsula (where Arabic was 
spoken before Islam), (II) the southern Peninsula, the Levant, Egypt, North Africa, Iraq and 
parts of Iran (where Arabic language expanded as a result of the Islamic conquest) and (III) 
the geographical peripheries (Arabic speaking, but somehow isolated societies in present-
day Iran, Central-Asian areas like Uzbekistan and Afghanistan, Malta, Cyprus, as well as 
areas influenced by trade and conquest in Africa).31 Dialects from the first and the second 
zone enjoy strong influence from StA, especially in urban areas, whereas dialects from the 
third do not. Within Arabic dialectology, one may distinguish between Bedouin on one side 
and sedentary on the other, and within the sedentary, we separate between urban and rural. 
According to the old Arab grammarians, the status of the urban vernaculars is somewhat 
underappreciated when compared to Bedouin dialects and StA. According to Sībawayhi, 
Bedouin dialects, e.g. the one spoken by ᵓahl al-ḥijāz ‘the people of Ḥijāz’ was considered 
                                              
27 My emphasis. 
28 See also Versteegh’s counterarguments, in Versteegh 2004. 
29 The term ‘Arabic islands’ is used by Jastrow to describe Zone III. The terms Zone I, II and III are explained in 
the following paragraph. 
30 Watson 2011:852ff. 
31 Jastrow 2002:348f. 
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more ‘pure’, and closer to the normative language of the Qurᵓān.32 Likewise, the urban 
dialects were considered somehow corrupted, by mixed populations and the presence of 
non-Arabic speakers.33 
It is important to note that Old Arabic is not believed to have been a single variety, but to 
have comprised many distinct dialects.34 The majority of today’s scholars believe that 
ancient literary (Old) Arabic and colloquial Arabic were two distinct entities.35 Until today 
the different dialects have been shaped and affected by interaction of different Arabic 
varieties with adstrate36 and substrate37 languages for almost 15 centuries. Subsequently, as 
more dialects and varieties are discovered and studied, making comparative reconstructions 
becomes more challenging—an even more complex picture of the Arabic dialectal patterns 
and its origin emerges. 
2.2 The case of diglossia 
In his 1959 article “Diglossia”, Ferguson introduced the notion of a ‘High’ and a ‘Low’ 
variety carefully demonstrating the linguistic distinctions found in a few speech 
communities—among them Arabic—on the strictly complimentary distribution of formal vs. 
informal usage, i.e. al-ᶜarabiyya al-fuṣḥā vs. al-ᶜāmmiyya. Ferguson’s diglossia is sharply in 
                                              
32 In his famous grammar al-Kitāb, he wrote: “wa-daᶜāhum sukūnu l-ᵓāxiru fī l-miṯhlayni ᵓanna bayyana ᵓahlu l-ḥijāz 
fī l-jazmi fa-qālū urduda wa-lā tardud wa-hiya l-luġatu l-ᶜarabiyyatu l-qadīmatu l-jayyidatu wa-lākin banī tamīm 
ᵓadġamū” ‘final sukūn made the people of Ḥijāz […] pronounce the jussive, saying urduda wa-la tardud, which is 
the good, old Arabic language, whereas the sons of Tamīm put [the two letters] together’ (Derenbourg 1881-
1889:474). 
33 See e.g. Corriente 1976:63ff.; Miller 2011:983f. 
34 MacDonald 2008:464 
35 Versteegh 2001:46f; Watson 2011:858 
36 An adstrate refers to one language in contact with another, in a neighbor population, without having 
identifiably higher or lower prestige. 
37 A substrate is a language which has lower power or prestige than another, as opposed to a superstrate, that has 
higher power or prestige. 
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contrast to bilingualism, as its ‘High’ and ‘Low’ varieties are used side by side in a speech 
community, each with a clearly defined role,38 not to forget that the ‘High’ variety is 
superimposed and never exclusively spoken by anyone.39 Thus, we may refer to two types of 
diglossia: One ‘narrow’ (aforementioned as Ferguson’s diglossia)40 and one ‘extended’, as put 
forward by Fishman (1971:73ff.), seeking to relate the research traditions of bilingualism 
and diglossia. He considers diglossia to cover a broader spectrum of speech communities, “in 
societies which employ separate dialects, registers, or functionally differentiated language 
varieties of whatever kind” (1971:74). Some scholars have also argued for a more nuanced 
distinction of the term diglossia, like e.g. Mitchell (1986) who discusses the complex stylistic 
scope of ‘Educated Arabic’, not to forget Badawī (1973). Badawī suggests a continuum of 
five levels (shading into each other gradually) ranging from the most literal style to the most 
colloquial (respectively fuṣḥā t-turāṯ ‘Classical Arabic’; fuṣḥā l-ᶜaṣr ‘Modern Standard Arabic’; 
ᶜāmmiyyat al-muṯaqqafīn ‘Educated Spoken Arabic’; ᶜāmmiyyat al-mutanawwirīn ‘Semi-literate 
Spoken Arabic’; ᶜāmmiyyat al-ᵓummiyyīn ‘Illiterate Spoken Arabic’).41 Other scholars, like 
Hary (1992; 2009) has re-evaluated diglossia through the use of the term ‘multiglossia’, 
pointing out that it “more accurately reflect[s] the existence of more than two varieties of 
the language” (1992:3). 
We are not only dealing with standard written Arabic on one side and spoken Arabic on the 
other, but a multitude of distinct registers extant between the two poles. The context of the 
language greatly depends on the interaction between two interlocutors, or between writer 
and reader, which leads to a large number of distinct spoken and written varieties,42 and 
however one may consider the diglossic case of Arabic, ‘narrow’ or ‘extended’, the 
                                              
38 Ferguson 1959a:328 
39 Ferguson 1959a:331 
40 See also Fergusons own revised thoughts on the topic in Ferguson 1996 (1991). 
41 Badawī 1973:89ff. 
42 As described in Wagner 2013:262f. 
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dichotomy between written and spoken Arabic that diglossia addresses, is one of the Arabic 
language’s most striking features. 
2.2.1 Leveling processes in Arabic 
2.2.1.1 Code-mixing/switching 
Concerning the nature of language leveling in everyday social interactions, scholars prefer to 
focus on the mixed nature of the varieties between the two poles ‘High’ and ‘Low’, a 
phenomenon which may be referred to as code-mixing/switching. This is, in brief terms, the 
use of two or more varieties (codes) in the same conversation. An important focus in studies 
of code-switching has been to illustrate differences in types of code-switching and explain 
the choice of codes—i.e. what ‘rights and obligations’ participants in a conversation have 
and do not have in the process of negotiating and making choices. The markedness (or 
unmarkedness) of the code choice are naturally associated with, adjusted to and depending 
on social features which are “salient to the exchange, such as status of the participants, the 
topic, etc.” (Myers-Scotton 1986:404). However, as Myers-Scotton points out, perceptions of 
markedness are not categorical but rather gradient; they may differ between speech 
communities as well as between participants.43 
2.2.1.2 Identifying and predicting code choices 
Code-mixing is not considered a phenomenon based on grammar, but rather a spontaneously 
generated construct.44 In e.g. (oral) morphophonology, we find that dialectal grammatical 
affixes combined with Standard stems are normal (e.g. yitqarrar; ᵓiqāmit; li-taḥqīq-u)45 but 
                                              
43 Myers-Scotton 1986:404 
44 Ryding 2006:669  
45 The examples are found in Mejdell 2012:238. Similar examples are found e.g. in Holes 1995:297f., Mejdell 
2008:62ff. and Hary 1992:20ff. 
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combining affixes and stems the other way around, i.e. Standard grammatical affixes applied 
to dialectal stems (*ᵓultu laha ‘he told her; *mbayyinuna ‘they look like…’; *bastannākumā ‘I 
am waiting for [the two of] you’),46 as well as the violation ‘normal’ functional constraints 
(*māḏā ᶜāwiz StA ‘what’ + Egyptian Arabic ‘want’), would be perceived as most awkward.47 
We perceive the code choices generating pure vernacular or conventional written StA as 
predictable and normative, e.g. Egyptian Arabic ᶜāwiz or ᶜāyiz ᵓē(h) and StA mā(ḏā) turīd. 
Nevertheless, when codes are mixed, say, StA rendered orally, (e.g. mā tarīd or māzā turīd) 
the variation in the code-mixing becomes more difficult, or even impossible to predict.48 
With regard to this, Kaye (2001:127) distinguishes between straight (unambiguous) 
basilectic colloquial dialect; (unambiguous) acrolectic StA; and the countless, (ambiguous) 
mesolectic ‘in between’ variations on the other side.49 This point may be applied to the 
standard (StA and StA) vs. the substandard (MA, NStC and EgJA) varieties where we 
occasionally encounter highly ambiguous mesolectic variations in the substandard 
varieties—especially evident in pseudo-corrections. It should be borne in mind, however, 
that pseudo-correct features predominantly occur in written form. 
Myers-Scotton’s (1986) model on code-choice primarily concerns speech communities, but 
may also be relevant to mixed written varieties. Especially (but not exclusively), her 
thoughts (rule) on ‘switching as an overall unmarked choice’ may prove important: Two or 
more codes constitute the unmarked choice, when more than one identity is salient for the 
rights and obligations to participants in a conversation.50 I will try to verify this point in the 
following, especially concerning the different scribe’s diverging choice of register for their 
                                              
46 Here, I have used my own examples. 
47 See Kaye 2001:120; Mejdell 2012:238 
48 Kaye 2001:127 
49 See also Hary 1992:12f. 
50 Myers-Scotton 1986:406ff. 
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respective manuscripts, where more than one choice seem to constitute the (salient) 
unmarked choice. 
2.3 Dialect contact and ‘koineization’ 
Dealing with speech communities on a larger scale, and when trying to explain the change 
from Old Arabic to Modern (especially urban) dialects, some scholars have suggested the 
idea of an urban koine. The term ‘koine’ refers to a communicative Arabic variety, especially 
used in interdialectal situations. Ferguson (1959b) suggests that this Arabic variety may not 
have descended from CA nor from the dialect of a single center, but rather emerged as an 
interdialectal standard—a sort of lingua franca—during the first centuries of the Islamic 
conquest.51 Others, like Corriente (1976:88) suggests an earlier, commercial koine preceding 
the Islamic era, emerging from Nabaṭī Arabic. 
2.3.1 Standard Cairene and the spoken Egyptian Jewish Arabic variety 
Concerning the JA and MA focus of this paper, Miller (2011:985) notes something very 
important on koineization: “’Old’ sedentary urban dialects associated with the initial phase 
of Arabization/urbanization in the first centuries of the expansion of Islam (7th-10th 
centuries) are considered to have kept the most ‘innovative’ features. They are still found in 
a number of Arab cities, often retained by small groups of old-city dwellers52 and, in most cases, 
surviving variants/variables rather than fully discrete varieties53”. Knowing that old sedentary 
urban dialects at times have been retained only by Jewish or Christian minorities (see e.g. 
Blanc 1964), the large amount of available JA and MA sources have been, and may still 
prove to be invaluably important when searching for and identifying these old sedentary 
                                              
51 Ferguson 1959b:617 
52 My emphasis. 
53 My emphasis. 
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‘innovative’ features. One should keep in mind, however, that in cities like Cairo, Damascus, 
Aleppo and Mosul, migration during the 14th-20th century did produce a leveling of the 
urban vernacular, albeit without such radical transformation and subject to a leveling-
bedounization process as it did in the old urban dialects in Maghreb, Mesopotamia and 
Bahrain.54 
Woidich (1994:506) describes StC as a ‘Central Delta’ dialect comprising features pertaining 
to neighboring regions. According to him, modern StC might be the result of a leveling 
process that occurred in the second part of the 19th century. Massive population migration, 
renewal of the population due to the agricultural reforms, Muhammad Ali’s urban reforms, 
and the plagues of the 19th centuries are some of the most important factors (1994:500f.). It 
is important to note here that StC contain a number of features not present in the rural 
dialects.55 The fact that most of the migrants came from areas in close proximity to Cairo, 
and spoke a sedentary rural variety close to StC, may explain why the degree of StC leveling 
was not so radical after all. Blanc (1964; 1974) perceives the urban sedentary variety of 
religious groups in cities like Cairo, Damascus and Mosul to be more or less the same as the 
Muslim varieties, as he recorded little variation correlated to religious affiliation here. In his 
view, the spoken EgJA variety used in Cairo and Alexandria56 is merely part of a NStC 
variety if a distinct variety at all, arguing that “[…] it is quite difficult for anyone to say 
with certainty that a given utterance will be spoken in a given way by a Jew, in another way 
by a Muslim, and in a third way by a Christian. A similar situation seems to occur in Aleppo 
and Cairo, though to an even lesser degree“ (Blanc 1964:14). Although the pre-20th-century 
                                              
54 Miller 2004:182ff. 
55 Woidich 1994:507 
56 The vast majority of Egyptian Jews were living in the cities of Cairo and Alexandria in the 20th century, 
according to Rosenbaum (2002b:35). 
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Cairo quarters are described as relatively segregated with regard to religion and ethnicity,57 
there is no indication that Christian and Jewish Cairene varieties could represent an ‘older 
urban form’ when compared to the Muslim StC.58 
Dialectal differences among religious groups are often problematic; they may be influenced 
by the dominant variant spoken in their area, other by the religious community’s sacred or 
liturgical language. The differences between religious communities seems to be more 
marginal than those among e.g. social groups. Blanc characterizes the differentiation 
between Muslim and Jewish Cairene varieties as either non-existent or minor, pointing out 
that “[…] (a) differentiation is primarily marginal to the linguistic structure, and (b) there is 
fluctuation in usage and poor correlation of differences with religious affiliation” (1964:14). 
However, there are differences reported, which seem to have originated in migration, and 
later preserved by social distance.59 
The paragraphs above raises important questions, as religious-based varieties in ‘traditional’ 
Arab cities often have been regarded one of the main factors of sociolinguistic diversity:60 
Does Muslim StC in itself represent older urban ‘innovative’ features associated with the first 
phase of the Arabization, because a radical leveling of StC never took place? Did the 
Christian and Jewish NStC varieties go through the same leveling process as Muslim StC? 
Will we be able to prove variation correlated to religious affiliation in the case of Cairo? 
Usually, the evolution of urban vernaculars as such is reflected (in varying degrees) in a 
                                              
57 Abu Lughod (1971:56) writes: “Born in the nineteenth century, adolescent in the twentieth, modern Cairo had 
as its birthright […] the basic framework of its regional pattern—three centers which were to coalesce but never 
quite blend; the basic framework of its social and ecological organization—diverse ethnic, religious, and class 
divisions which were to subdivide the modern city in much the same way they had fragmented the medieval 
one”. The Egyptian Jews’ social status will be further discussed in chapter 3. 
58 Miller 2004:188 
59 Blanc 1964:13 
60 Miller 2004:189 
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number of contemporary linguistic variations, as well as in communal variables (i.e. 
religious, ethnic or regional affiliation) as well as in social variables (i.e. age, sex, education 
and social class). As far as we know today, these communal variables does not seem to have 
affected the EgJA variety, but to quote Hary discussing Jewish and ‘judaicized’ languages in 
general, “the initial adoption of a local language was an attempt to assimilate into the 
surrounding environment and to speak like the local inhabitants, but after the language had 
established itself as Jewish with its Hebrew script and Hebrew and Aramaic linguistic 
elements, it became a symbol of Jewish identity and an actual obstacle to assimilation” 
(1992:73). The possibility of a distinct Jewish variety or at least a number of unique Jewish 
variants diverging from the StC variety, will be carefully studied in the linguistic analysis 
(chapter 5) of this thesis. 
2.4 Middle Arabic 
Various scholars have provided definitions of MA. The term was first coined by Fleischer in 
his Kleinere Schriften (1888:155), where, in very general terms, he applied the term 
(Mittelarabisch) to a ‘common language’ that coincided with the overcurrents 
(Ueberströmen) of Arabic in Persian and Turkish.61 Fück, mainly adopted the terminology to 
varieties of Christian and Jewish Arabic (and to some extent Muslim Arabic), reflecting 
colloquial features, arguing that “the colloquial language, spoken by the lower and middle 
classes of the urban populations since the days of its origin in the early days of the Islamic 
conquest, in terms of language history, has been Middle Arabic […]. Jews and Christians of 
the Orient on the other hand, who were living in entirely different literary traditions than 
their Muslim environment, had for a long time no part in the Islamic culture, and started 
using, as soon as they could write Arabic, not the [ᶜ]Arabiy[y]a, but the colloquial language 
                                              
61 I am uncertain about exactly what Fleischer means with this. 
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of their own time. Therefore the most ancient Christian-Arab memorials from until the 9th 
century, are also of great interest in Arab language history. In these sources, we have access 
to the first contiguous texts written i Middle Arabic” (1950:57). To this, he ads that the true 
nature of Middle Arabic, and the real difference in relation to the classical language can be 
found in a structural change, which exterior feature is the function of the ᵓiᶜrāb. Thereby, 
Middle Arabic “steered into the paths where all other Semitic languages long since had 
trodden” (1950:59).  
Some four decades later, Fischer (1991:432f.) described it as texts written by authors who 
were not able to reach an educated CA linguistic standard, or who did not intend to adopt 
such a standard. Blau, who largely shares this particular view, initially regarded MA “the 
missing link between Classical Arabic and the Modern Arabic dialects” (1988:38), albeit 
altered his view after some time, eventually considering MA as representing the language of 
mediaeval texts composed of alternating elements of CA, post-CA, New Arabic and pseudo-
corrections in constantly varying degrees.62 T. Nöldeke, albeit without using the term 
‘Middle Arabic’ in particular, describes it as “written by the uneducated, merely show[ing] a 
dialectal coloring, frequently combined with a catachrestic use of the grammatical form of 
CA, not the genuine aspect of the dialect itself. These features are particularly evident in 
works by Jews and Christians […]”.63 
In later years, scholars like Versteegh have defined Middle Arabic as “the collective name 
for all texts with deviation from Classical grammar […]” (2001:114). Today, we mainly 
speak about MA in its written, stylistic sense, viz. a written style of Arabic, regardless of 
period or area, combining StA and colloquial elements, as well as features which are neither 
                                              
62 See Blau 1999b:225; 2002:14 
63 Nöldeke, Encyclopedia Britannica 9, v. 21:628 col 1 apud. Blau 1999b:221 
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StA, nor colloquial. Scholars principally agree regarding its connection and mutual 
relevance to the research on contemporary spoken Mixed Arabic.64 
It is legitimate to say that MA is a written variety of Mixed Arabic, in the sense that it is a 
mixed variety that has existed for centuries, characterized as the product of the interference 
of the two polar varieties ‘High’ and ‘Low’ on the diglossic continuum.65 J. Lentin describes 
MA as encompassing “[…] all the attested written layers of the language which can be 
defined as entirely belonging neither to StA nor to colloquial Arabic, and as an intermediate, 
multiform variety, product of the interference of the two polar varieties on the continuum 
they bound, a variety that, for this very reason, has its own distinctive characteristics 
[…]”.66 He suggests, on a general basis, that MA, historically, had a well-established and 
standardized register and that the register was a chosen one, viz. it was the authors’ target 
as a result of carefully considering his audience. This view is supported by the fact that 
many writers of MA texts also wrote texts in flawless and even sophisticated StA, which in 
turn rules out the alleged idea of writer’s insufficient command of educated linguistic or 
epigraphic standards; a ‘hyper-standard’ language may in many occasions have been 
completely out of place. One in favor of a more radical view could even point to a long 
lasting tradition of normalizing or standardizing Arabic texts, texts who might as well have 
been written in MA in the first place.67 MA exhibits forms that more or less display a variety 
                                              
64 During the past decade, the typological approach to Middle Arabic and Mixed Arabic has gone through a 
process of enabling the two fields to be studied within a common framework. This was achieved throughout a 
number of conferences held by The International Association for the Study of Middle and Mixed Arabic—AIMA. 
See e.g. Den Heijer 2012. 
65 Lentin 2012:33 
66 Lentin 2008:216 
67 Lentin 2012:44 
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corresponding to its oral Mixed Arabic equivalent, filling a space of the linguistic continuum 
between both polar varieties.68 
Nevertheless, (oral) Mixed Arabic and (written) Middle Arabic are not the same, and one 
should also be careful of comparing them too categorically to the spoken vernacular. To 
quote Versteegh (2004:353) on the issue, “Middle Arabic was not a discrete variety with a 
development and a structure of its own and it can certainly not be equated with the 
colloquial language of the time”. About its mixed nature, the idea of a mixed style being the 
target or the norm, drawing on a common, intermediate register is clearly something that the 
two have in common, however, the specific choices and strategies when applying this 
register vary to a great extent.69 For example, the amount and kind of ‘third type’ (non-StA, 
non-colloquial) forms70 differ considerably. These ‘usages propres’ (as coined by Lentin) are 
one of the most central features when defining MA as a separate variety, and are attested 
much more often in Lentin’s study on written MA than in spoken mixed style. ‘Usages 
propres’ as such are also found in spoken Mixed Arabic, but mostly on a junctural or 
suprasegmental level such as in emphasis, or vowel drop and shortening in StA lexical items 
according to dialectal phonology.71 The degree of classicization and colloquialization 
corresponding to text type also varies considerably. In Mejdell’s comparison of the two 
varieties (2012:237f.), she also notes that written, graphic representation of data on the one 
hand, and spoken, phonetic representation on the other hand, provide different kinds of 
linguistic information; morphophonological variations that are not visible in written texts, 
or standardized writing conventions, which certainly facilitate good readability, but at the 
                                              
68 Lentin 2008:219 
69 Mejdell 2012:236 
70 The term ‘third type’ forms is explained in chapter 2.4.1.2. 
71 Mejdell 2012:237 
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same time conceale the underlying dialect form. For example, the combination of dialectal 
grammatical affixes and StA stems, presented in 2.2.1.2 above (yitqarrar; ᵓiqāmit; li-taḥqīq-
u72), are easy to perceive when pronounced, but are usually not visible when written in StA. 
The dynamic and flexible entity of Middle and Mixed Arabic from earlier, modern and 
contemporary stages still remains to be carefully and extensively studied from a 
comparative, diachronic perspective. 
2.4.1 Identifying Middle Arabic features 
In Hary (1992:59), some of the major characteristics distinguishing MA from StA are 
presented. These are the disappearance of moods and cases; the change of a synthetic 
possessive construction ᵓiḍāfa to an analytic construction; the disappearance of the dual in 
verbs, pronouns and adjectives; the change of word order. However, the most interesting 
and important feature of MA (distinguishing it from StA) is the occurrence of so-called 
pseudo-correct features. 
2.4.1.1 Blau’s approach: Pseudo-Classical features 
In MA texts we find, in varying degrees, an alternation between StA forms and non-StA 
forms. Local vernaculars constitute a substantial part of the extant non-StA forms, whereas 
the other forms (which are neither StA forms, nor colloquial) are characterized by J. Blau 
(1981:27ff.; 1999a:27) as hyper-correct (‘too corrected’) and hypo-correct forms (‘not 
corrected enough’ or ‘half-corrected’73), often referred to as pseudo-Classical features (or 
pseudo-corrections). In very general terms, the notion of pseudo-Classical features points to 
vernacular forms that has been ‘corrected’ because of the author’s desire to write StA.74 In 
                                              
72 The examples are found in Mejdell 2012:238 (see chapter 2.2.1.2) 
73 See also Hary 1992:62ff.; 313f., where this subject is discussed extensively. 
74 Blau uses the term Classical Arabic. 
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turn, a number of new and incorrect StA forms has come into being, which are neither StA, 
nor living vernacular. 
An example of hyper-correction found in the present material (see chapter 4 and 5) is e.g. in 
the q reflex of StA ᵓ (glottal stop): ךּﭏד רומוקלד  (StA كلذ روملأا ) ‘those things, matters’, ימוקאי (StA 
اي يمأ  ‘O, (my) Mother’, ףיכ יתיקר  (StA فيك  ِتيأر ) ‘how did you find, how did you see’, ןימקי הרב  
(StA للهاب نمؤي) ‘believe in God’ and  ֗ץרקﭏ (StA ضرلأا) ‘the Earth’.75 It is clear that the scribe has 
corrected ‘too much’ by writing the letter q in the place of ᵓ, most probably due to an 
awareness of the tendency to replace StA q with ᵓ in the spoken variety (StC ᵓāl ‘he said’ is 
correctly rendered qāla when classicized with q, whereas StC il-ᵓarḍ ‘the Earth’ spelled il-
qarḍ, when classicized in the same manner, is hyper-correct). 
Hypo-corrections are also attested in the material, where the scribe has only partly corrected 
his writing according to StA: In the examples ןמ ימלכוה  (StA نم  ِه  ملاك ) ‘from his statement, 
remark’ and םוהיניעו (StA م  ه نويعو) ‘(and) their eyes’, the genitive state of kalām (>kalāmi-, due 
to the preceding preposition) is correctly treated according to StA, however not the 3rd 
person suffix vowel change, thus employing a hypo-corrected form.76 
Blau states that we must establish the linguistic character of every text or group of text to 
identify the colloquial features. By merely eliminating the StA features, we would not find 
exclusively colloquial features, but also the pseudo-corrections, he argues. Only when 
repeated incidences of the same ambiguous form occur in the corpus, we may seriously 
eliminate the chance of pseudo-correction (viz. it reflects a genuine MA feature). This leads 
us to the issue of standardized pseudo-corrections, which are either pseudo-corrections 
                                              
75 Further examples of q for StA ᵓ are presented in chapter 5.1.2.18. 
76 Further examples of affixed pronouns found in the manuscripts are given in chapter 5.2.1.2. 
 37 
 
occurring many times in a given text,77 or may even spread and become standardized in a 
given variety, like we have seen e.g. in the use of lam + verb in the perfect tense in 
medieval and modern Judaeo-Arabic.78 
2.4.1.2 Lentin’s approach: Sui generis forms and constructions 
On the phenomenon of pseudo-corrections, Lentin writes: “[...] les formes linguistiques 
employées sont soit dialectales, soit standard, soit, précisément, produits du mélange, c’est-
à-dire d’un troisième type, sui generis” (1997:11f.), arguing that it may also be characterized 
as a third, mixed type which are sui generis forms and (syntactic) constructions that have 
been shaped and perfected through centuries when dealing with diglossia, some even 
preserving old traditions which have been rejected by the usually so strict conventional StA 
norms.79 Lentin describes the register of MA as conforming to a norm, albeit not 
institutionally conventionalized, nor explicitly recognized. Nevertheless, many of these MA 
features are consistently repeated; they are undoubtedly present, agreed upon and followed 
by all. The vast number of common features in MA texts—especially when it comes to the 
non-StA, non-colloquial ‘third type’—proves the existence of MA conventional norms and 
well-established usages, and even stylistic hierarchies between them.80 
2.4.1.3 Colloquialisms or genuine Middle Arabic features? 
We must always be aware of the possibility that non-StA forms might as well be evidence of 
the non-StA, non-colloquial features as of local vernacular. The same must be said about 
                                              
77 All three manuscripts presented in this thesis include examples of pseudo-corrections consistently re-occurring 
in the same text. 
78 This particular feature is attested in Hary 1992:294; 314; Khan 2006:56f.; Wagner 2010:134; 141, as well as in 
the material for the present thesis (see chapter 5.3.1). 
79 Lentin 1997:12 
80 Lentin 2008:217 
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distinguishing between what are genuine colloquial forms from an earlier developmental 
stage rather than the corresponding form in the modern vernaculars, and non-StA, non-
colloquial features;81 a careful investigation of the text or text group’s register is imperative. 
Lentin’s (1997) study of Ottoman Levantine texts illustrates an important point with regard 
to this: If a text displays an abundance of colloquialisms, it does not necessarily imply that 
we will also find genuine MA features, but if genuine MA features are found, there will 
certainly be colloquialisms among them.82 
2.5 Judaeo-Arabic 
Although some has already been treated with regard to the subject of Judaeo-Arabic, and 
more will be discussed in the following, the topic deserves a brief introduction from a 
theoretical viewpoint. The language of Judaeo-Arabic is spoken and written, predominantly 
by Jews on Jewish topics and for a Jewish audience, and dates back to the 8th century C.E.83 
Judaeo-Arabic is relevant to the study of Arabic linguistics, especially the history of Arabic 
because of its close connection to MA, which contributes to a better understanding of the 
development or “missing link” between CA and today’s Arabic dialects. As mentioned above, 
this particular written variety contains elements of CA, dialect, pseudo-corrected features, 
and the standardization of such features.84 
2.5.1 The periods of Judaeo-Arabic as put forward by Benjamin Hary 
Hary (1992:75ff.) divides JA into five main periods: Pre-Islamic JA, Early JA (8th to 9th 
centuries), Classical JA (10th to 15th centuries), Later JA (15th to 19th centuries) and 
Modern JA (20th century). The two latter are the periods relevant to the present thesis. In 
                                              
81 Khan 2007:530 
82 Lentin 1997:898. Lentin uses the term ‘le système C’ (le plus ‘mélangé’). 
83 cf. Blau 1981. 
84 Hary 1992:75 
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general terms, they exhibit many more dialectal elements than attested in earlier periods. 
Later JA saw the writing of texts (mostly religious) aimed at the general public and not only 
the elite. Towards the 19th century and during the period of Modern JA, extensive writing 
of folk tales and other types of popular literature developed, as well as the tradition of the 
šarḥ, the translation of Hebrew sacred texts into JA. 
2.5.2 Late (19th-century) Egyptian Judaeo-Arabic orthography 
The orthography and literary standards naturally vary from period to period. For example, 
the orthographic tradition of Later Egyptian Arabic (which is relevant to the present thesis) 
is generally characterized by Hebrew and Aramaic influence, close phonetic representation, 
and StA orthographic influence, and a strong presence of personal orthographic preferences 
(Schreiberschule),85 as will be extensively discussed in chapter 5 along with a number of 








                                              
85 Hary 1992:86ff. More on personal orthographic style in chapter 5.1.1.2. 
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Chapter 3: The Jews of 19th-century Cairo, and their 
storytelling tradition 
The following chapter consists of three parts. First, I will present a short, general 
introduction to the history, demography and social status of the Jews of Cairo during the 
19th century, where the aim is to draw a picture relevant to the Cairene Jews’ 
sociolinguistic situation. Secondly, I will give an introduction to the storytelling tradition in 
Islam, and the Jewish reinterpretation of stories as such, with reference to folk tales like 
qiṣaṣ al-ᵓanbiyyāᵓ and the ᵓisraᵓīliyyāt. Finally, I will relate this to the material found in the 
present thesis, introducing the story Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma. 
3.1 The Jewish community in Cairo during the 19th century 
As we saw in chapter 2, Jewish dialects appear to preserve older urban linguistic traits due 
to the connectedness within the community and even between Jewish communities from 
different geographic places. In fact, many Jewish varieties spoken in different geographic 
places were probably closer to each other than to their respective non-Jewish neighboring 
dialects.86 Until recently, scholars have not been completely convinced that the dialect 
spoken among the Jewish community in Cairo have had distinct features beyond what is 
described by Blanc (1974:207) as NStC. Admittedly, this particular NStC variety was noted 
among native Cairene Jews—and thus far among these Jews only—but was not spoken by 
all Cairene Jews, and he could not find any reason to assume that NStC features did not 
occur among non-Jewish Cairenes. Therefore, Blanc did not reject the notion of a distinct 
variety, but refrained from labeling it ‘Jewish Cairene’. To get a better understanding of 
                                              
86 Wagner 2010:13 
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their sociolinguistic situation within cities like Cairo and Alexandria, we should review some 
important historical parts of 19th-century Egypt with regard to the Jewish population. 
3.1.1 Background 
After Napoleon and the French were expelled from Egypt, power was seized in 1805 by the 
Ottoman Albanian commander Muhammad Ali, and the country nominally remained an 
Ottoman province. During his reign of about forty years, Egypt underwent changes of rapid 
modernization,87 making Egypt the most powerful player in the region. Muhammad Ali’s 
successors, continued the modernization of Egypt in many ways, through improvements of 
the country’s administrative system, the establishment of an Egyptian post office and by 
providing economical support to the cause of education. Other important means of 
modernization were the building of railways and telegraphs, not to forget the opening of the 
Suez Canal in the end of the 1860’s. After 1867, Egypt was granted the status of an 
autonomous vassal state of the Ottoman Empire. This status remained unchanged de jure for 
almost 50 more years, despite the British occupation in 1882 (ending the national uprising 
of ᵓAḥmad ᶜUrābī), until it was declared a British protectorate in 1914.88 
3.1.2 Demography 
We know that the Jews of Egypt were not a homogeneous group, but consisting of the 
Rabbinate Jews (constituting the majority, but composed of many subgroups originating in 
different geographical and ethnic backgrounds) and the Karaite Jews.89 In the middle of the 
19th century, there were a little less than 4,000 Jews living in Cairo. According to Ashtor 
                                              
87 Egypt was also struck by a series of lethal epidemics of plague and cholera during the century. 
88 For a more detailed survey of the century following the French invasion in 1798-1799, see Tignor 2010:196ff. 
89 Rosenbaum 2002a:121f. 
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(2007:344), the Jewish population in 1882 amounted approximately 5,000,90 and by 1897, 
10,000 including 1,000 Karaites residing in the city. 
Around the year of 1800, the majority of the Egyptian population did not live in cities, but 
on the countryside (about 2 million), whereas only about 260,000 lived in Cairo and 
150,000 in the remaining cities of Egypt.91 Other numbers92 estimate the total population 
(displaying the population of Cairo between brackets) to around 4.5 million for 1800 
(200,000), 5 million for 1830 (about 232,000), 5.4 million for 1848 (about 260,000), 8 
million for 1882 (about 360,000), and about 10 million for 1887 (about 900,000),93 i.e. the 
Jewish communities of Cairo and Alexandria may have constituted a much more significant 
demographic entity within the cities than one might assume prima facie, especially since the 
Jews predominantly dwelt in the cities (unlike the Egyptian majority), and the urbanization 
did not seriously accelerate before the end of the 19th century.94 Hence, Jews probably 
accounted for as much as 1-1.5% of the Cairene population throughout the century, and it is 
only logical to assume the same for the city of Alexandria. 
3.1.3 The social and legal status of the Egyptian Jews 
We can assume that, during this period, the general attitude of Islam and the Ottomans 
towards Jews (who were perceived as ᵓahl al-kitāb ‘people of the book’) was tolerant, i.e. 
they were allowed to maintain their religion, even if they were not first-class citizens in a 
                                              
90 The numbers corresponds to other sources, to some extent, stating that in 1884, there was an estimated 
population of 3-4,000 Jews living in the whole of Egypt, i.e. around 0.15 per cent of the population. See El-Badry 
1991 apud. Courbage 1997:64 
91 El-Badry 1991:1274 
92 According to Lincoln Institute’s Atlas of Urban Expansion. See URL: 
http://www.lincolninst.edu/subcenters/atlas-urban-expansion/images/historical-cairo.zip 
93 Panzac 1987:11ff. 




Muslim state. Apart from a few, generally short periods of prosecution, we do not know of 
attempts to massacre the Jews or to force them into conversion of religion.95 However, Jews 
residing in the Orient during the 19th century experienced ritual murder accusations (blood 
libels), charged with killing Christians and Muslims and using their blood for the 
preparation of matzah, in Alexandria (1840), Jerusalem (1870, 1871 and 1896), as well as in 
Damascus, Beirut, Asia Minor and Turkey. These accusations, although being false, became 
widely known, and did undoubtedly affect the Egyptian majority’s attitude towards Jews 
and their religion.96 Incitement against the Jews may also have been caused by their pro-
French attitude, which became apparent when angry Muslim crowds demonstrated against 
the French during Napoleon’s invasion of Egypt. French efforts to protect foreign nationals 
in the Ottoman Empire, as well as Napoleon vaguely promising the establishment of a 
Jewish state in Palestine, contributed to encouraging pro-French feelings among Egyptian 
Jews. According to Jabartī’s (1880) writings, European merchants were imprisoned, and 
their houses searched, when news came that the French had entered Alexandria. The same 
were the houses and churches of Syrian Christians, Copts and Greeks, and people “wanted to 
kill the Christians and Jews, but they were prevented by the authorities”.97 
During the next forty-some years, special societies were established to improve the situation 
of the Jews living in Egypt and elsewhere in the Middle East, predominantly initiated by the 
Jewish philanthropists in Europe such as the Rothschilds, Sir Moses Montefiore, Baron 
Maurice de Hirsch and Abraham de Camondo. One of their most important objectives was to 
oversee that Jews possessed the same advantages and enjoyed the same privileges as were 
granted to other individuals under the Ottoman rule, as well as raising the general education 
                                              
95 Baer 1966:71f. 
96 Hirschberg 1969:159f. 
97 al-Jabartī 1980 apud. el-Messiri 1978:17 
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standard among Oriental Jews.98 These measures bore fruits, and became noticeable in the 
second half of the 19th century; before this, the Jewish communities in the Orient had been 
isolated, with their society stagnant and unable to exert influence, and had not been 
involved in the sphere of science and humanities since mediaeval times.99 Now, Jews in 
Egypt saw the establishment of schools with instructions in French, English and German, 
with the addition of many other general subjects, including religious education, inspired by 
and adopting tendencies prevalent in Western Europe.100 In 1896, a school for boys (336 
pupils) was established in Cairo, followed the next year by the establishment of a girls’ 
school (145 pupils) in Cairo and one of mixed gender (192 pupils) in Alexandria—all 
financed by the Alliance Israélite Universelle.101 
The Jews in Egypt were probably identified as distinct from the ethnic, Muslim Egyptian 
Cairenes (ᵓawlād al-balad). According to El-Messiri (1978:14f.), even Arab groups such as 
North Africans, Syrians, Sudanese and Yemenis, though Arabic speaking Muslims, were not 
considered ᵓawlād al-balad. Their ancestry—and in the situation of the Jews, religion—set 
them apart, rather than their place of birth. All these groups probably spoke varieties or 
deployed ethnic variants markedly different from the StC variety. Also, whereas all Muslims 
were connected with the al-ᵓAzhar University in one way or another (Moroccans were in the 
Moroccan class, the Syrians in the Syrian class etc.), the Jews were not. Special clothing 
within the various groups and classes was virtually obliged. For example, the Mamluks wore 
yellow shoes, the Copts red shoes, and the Jews blue shoes.102 
                                              
98 Hirschberg 1969:212f. 
99 Hirschberg 1969:225 
100 Hirschberg 1969:215f. 
101 According to JewishEncyclopedia.com (article on Alliance Israélite Universelle), see URL: 
http://www.jewishencyclopedia.com/articles/1264-alliance-israelite-universelle 
102 El-Messiri 1978:14f. 
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3.2 Muslim and Jewish storytelling tradition 
In 19th-century Judaeo-Arabic, dialectal features as well as pseudo-corrections became more 
common in the written language, probably due to a greater production of šurūḥ (translations 
of Hebrew sacred texts into JA) and folk tales like Qiṣaṣ al-ᵓAnbiyāᵓ ‘Stories of the Prophets’ 
and the ᵓisraᵓīliyyāt ‘of the Israelites’,103 which presents the pre-Islamic prophets and stories 
from the Hebrew Scriptures, respectively, from an Islamic perspective. The term qiṣaṣ is 
derived from Arabic qaṣṣa ‘to tell a story’, and the term later came to mean ‘tales’ or ‘stories’ 
of religious nature.104 The three manuscripts presented in the present thesis, are typical 
examples of storytelling as such, stories of an oral character which can clearly be associated 
with the ḥakawātī genre. The particular role of the various prophets are noted in the stories, 
e.g. Joseph for his beauty, wisdom and love for his father; Jesus for reviving the dead and 
caring for the poor. To many Muslims, these may be regarded actual historical accounts, 
relating what may have happened to the prophets. However, few Muslims scholars would 
ascribe the stories further significance in terms of religious importance. With regard to this, 
Brinner writes: “From the nature of these tales modern scholars have concluded that they 
are largely based on oral tradition rather than on written sources” (2002:xx). The stories are 
written in a style alternating between the folk literature genre and religious commentary; 
they are filled with religious instructions similar to the scholarly commentaries on the 
Qurᵓān, but are undoubtedly tales for the enjoyment of the reader.105 The stories’ apparent 
profane rather than religious role may be illustrated by comparing it to e.g. the Later 
Egyptian JA writing of the megillah, where the combination והי is avoided by scribes because 
                                              
103 Hary 1992:77 
104 Brinner 2002:xii 
105 Brinner 2002:xiff. 
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of its sacred significance. In the case of Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma, although exhibiting religious 
content, והי is attested several times in all three manuscripts.106  
The tradition of Jewish interpretation of these Muslim tales, re-written in JA script and 
slightly modified to accommodate its Jewish audience, shows the influence that Islam had 
on these communities, and the Jews’ natural encounter with Islamic topics, as well as 
interest and admiration for this part of Islamic literature. It should of course be borne in 
mind, that the genre, historically speaking, represents the adaptation by Muslim writers of 
material based on Hebrew and Christian scriptures in the first place, illustrating the strong 
and long-lasting interaction between the three monotheistic religions. 
3.3 Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma 
3.3.1 The original, Arabic version 
The story found in the present material, Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma was originally written by 
ᶜAbdullah al-Kafīf (died around 1688 C.E.) under the title qiṣṣatu l-jumjumati maᶜ nabiyi llāhi 
ᶜīsā ᶜalayhi s-salām ‘The Story of the Skull, with Jesus the Prophet, peace be upon him’. The 
story is reminiscent of the genre of qiṣaṣ al-ᵓanbiyāᵓ mentioned above. A printed version can 
be found in the book al-munājātu l-kubrā li-sayyidinā mūsā ᶜalayhi ṣ-ṣalātu wa-s-salām ‘Our 
Master Moses’ Great Intimate Conversation, peace and blessings be upon him’, printed in 
Cairo in 1956.107 
3.3.2 The Judaeo-Arabic versions: A Jewish narrative 
Each one of the three manuscripts are comprised of a Judaeo-Arabic version of Qiṣṣat al-
Jumjuma ‘The Story of the Skull’, and they all cover the complete story—a story about life 
                                              
106 Hary 1992:90 
107 See al-Kafīf 1956. 
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and death, punishment and submission to God. All three versions have omitted the name of 
Jesus from the story or any reference to his person; he does not have a name, and is merely 
referred to as šaxṣ or saxṣ ( َכסץ ) ‘person’. 
It is unquestionably the same story that is presented in al-Kafīf’s original Muslim version and 
the three Jewish versions, but the former differs a lot from the latter ones—not only because 
of the vast dialectal traces attested in the Jewish versions, but also in terms of linguistic 
features, grammatical structure, lexicon and literary style with respect to StA versus MA 
features.108 The stories featured in the three Jewish manuscripts are virtually identical; the 
differences between the three manuscripts are predominantly orthographic, phonological 
and morphological. These differences are addressed in the apparatus of the critical edition 
(chapter 4) and in the linguistic analysis (chepter 5). 
The story includes a number of names, references and citations from both Christian, Muslim 
and Jewish tradition (which are also, to some extent, found in the original, Arabic version of 
the story). For example, the phrase המקנל החנגאו המחר?ל? החנגא והלו ןויע ןאילמ ונאד>..< לכו (GAM 
6a, 9-11)109 ‘his body is full of eyes, he has wings for mercy and wings for punishment’ 
found in the JA version of the story very much resembles the following passage from the 
Book of Revelation: “And the four beasts had each of them six wings about him; and they 
were full of eyes within” (Rev. 4.8).110 Other examples are the reference to Munkar and 
Nakīr ‘the Denied and the Denier’,111 the two angels who according to Islamic tradition 
question the newly dead, and numerous Qurᵓānic and Biblical references, e.g. the action of 
                                              
108 The Judaeo-Arabic versions of the story display striking cultural and socio-linguistic similarities to other 
Judaeo-Arabic stories from the same time and genre. See e.g. Hary 2009 or Edzard 2012. 
109 See chapter 4.2 for reading instructions to the critical edition. 
110 From the King James Bible. 
111 These angels are referred to as Nākir and Nakīr in all three JA versions. 
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putting sinners in chains, punishing them and throwing them into the blazing fire,112 and a 
reference to a part of the Muslim so-called kalimat at-tamjīd ‘the word of Majesty’,113 
compiled from various ḥadīṯs, in הלוחל תהלו הלﭏ הלב םיזעﭏ  (GAM 10b, 10-11) ‘there is no power 










                                              
112 See e.g. Sūrat Ġāfir 71; Sūrat Ḥāqqa 30; Dan. 3.17. 
113 ‘The word of Majesty’ reads مْي  َظعْلا  ِ ي لَعْلا ِ  للا ب ِّلا إ َِةُّوق َِلاَو َِلْوَح لاَِو ُِرَبْكأ ُِ  للاَو ُِ  للا  لا إ َِهل إ لاَو ِ   ُللدْمَحْلاَو ِ الل ناَحْبُس (as recorded inter alia 
by Ṣaḥīḥ al-Buxārī, Ṣaḥīḥ Muslim, ᵓAbū Dawūd and Tirmiḏī). 
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Chapter 4: Critical edition and English translation of 
Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma ‘The Story of the Skull’ 
4.1 Introduction to the three Judaeo-Arabic manuscripts 
On the whole, the manuscripts presented here was copied or translated to JA in 19th-
century Egypt, most probably Cairo, and contain the same story, but are written by three 
different scribes representing three different styles and attitudes towards the linguistic 
content, thus exhibiting a wide specter of interesting contemporary variety features, both 
spoken and written. The manuscripts are Cairo – Jewish Communities 104 (abbreviated CAI), 
Ramle – The Karaite community in Israel 42 (KAR) and Ramle – Rabbi Yosef Algamil (GAM). 
Each of the three manuscripts presented, are indicated by a three letter abbreviation 
(resembling the name of the manuscript’s custodian library or the person or institution 
holding its copyrights). Microfilm copies of all three manuscripts can be located in the 
Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts in the basement of The Israeli National Library 
in Jerusalem (their respective Mss. R.R. Film Number at the library’s online catalogue 
ALEPH500, are displayed in the footnotes).114 
CAI comes from The Cairo Collection,115 a collection consisting of more than one hundred 
photocopied manuscripts, mostly from Egypt, dating from the 18th through the 20th 
century. In the 1980s Benjamin Hary brought this collection from a synagogue in Cairo, to 
the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts.116 According to the manuscript’s first 
folios and colophon, CAI was written or copied between November 13th and 17th, 1887 in 
                                              
114 CAI - F 42863; KAR - F 38842; GAM - F 42596. 
115 Permission to copy the manuscript has been given by the Institute of Microfilmed Hebrew Manuscripts, and 
from Benjamin Hary himself. 
116 For more on The Cairo Collection, see Hary 2009:63ff. 
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Cairo, Egypt, in Rue quartier Israëlite. The scribe’s name is written يكاذ دوواد ليجرا  in Arabic 
letters, transliterated with Latin letters, most likely in French, by the scribe himself as Zooqui 
D. Argi.117 The manuscript is comprised of two separate texts, where ‘The Story of the Skull’ 
is the first, and a Judaeo-Arabic version of Yehuda Halevi’s ימ ךומכ  ‘Who Is Like You?’ is the 
second. The two stories are written on a total of 30 folios; “The Story of the Skull” is written 
on 17 folios (400 lines of text, 409 including decoration, each folio containing 15 lines of 
text, and is written in an Arabic-inspired Aramaic-Hebrew, cursive oriental 16th-century 
script118), including the first folios (the front page and a colophon) of which the whole text 
has been preserved in readable condition. At the end of the story, there is a reference to 
another author or scribe, אהבתאכ םיסנ ינאנע  ‘Nasīm ᶜAnāni wrote it’, but it does not state 
whether he is the actual author or the scribe of the story. 
KAR belongs to and is preserved by the Karaite community in Israel119, dating back to the 
19th century, found in a storage room in Egypt.120 It is written on 9 folios (269 lines of text, 
each folio containing 16-19 lines of text, written in something resembling 15th century 
Spanish Aramaic-Hebrew rabbinic script [in one instance, the scribe uses Aramaic-Hebrew 
cursive oriental 16th-century script])121 of which the whole text has been preserved in 
readable condition (with the exception of one word on folio 7b). KAR has no colophon or 
signature, thus it is unclear who the scribe or possible author is. 
                                              
117 The first folio and the colophon in the beginning of the manuscript is written in Arabic, and the colophon at 
the end is written in French. The Arabic folios reads هده باتكلا قلعت هجاوخلا يكاذ دوواد ليجرا ,رصم .اذه باتكلا دجوي يف ةصق 
همجمجلا ةعيدب لامجلا اهبتكو ىلع هدي دبعلا ريقفلا يكاذ ليجرا رصم خيرات ٣١ ربمفون ٣٨٨١ عبس نونامثو ةيجنرفا يكاذ ليجرا  whereas the French 
colophon reads “Cette Livre appartient à M[onsieur] Z. D. Argi. Rue quartier Israëlite. [...]ris le 13 Novembre 
1887. Caire le 13.11.87”. 
118 cf. Table of Early Semitic alphabets by M. Lidzbarski, in Gesenius 1910 
119 Permission to copy the manuscript has been granted by Rabbi Yosef Algamil of the Karaite community in 
Israel. 
120 This information is based on personal e-mail correspondence with Rabbi Yosef Algamil. 
121 cf. Table of Early Semitic alphabets by M. Lidzbarski, in Gesenius 1910 
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GAM also belongs to and is preserved by the Karaite community in Israel122, dating back to 
the 19th century, found in a storage room in Egypt.123 It is written on 14 folios (387 lines of 
text, each folio containing 17-18 lines of text, written in a script close to Aramaic-Hebrew 
square character Spanish 1470 A.D. script124 [the catch words125 are written in a script 
resembling Aramaic-Hebrew cursive 19th century Algerian])126. The text is relatively well 
preserved, and only some margins and short passages has been damaged. 
4.2. Reading instructions to the critical edition 
The following paragraphs presents an explanation for the reading of the critical edition to 
the three manuscripts that have been studied in the preparations for the present thesis.  
In the critical edition, GAM is used as the base text,127 whereas parts that are omitted, 
changed, added or written differently in KAR and CAI are pointed out in the variant 
readings in the apparatus, found below the base text on each page. An idiomatic English 
translation of the base text is also given, found on the bottom of each page. The reason for 
this choice is that GAM exhibits much larger number of colloquial, MA and seemingly 
distinct Jewish features than the other two manuscripts. The base text includes folio 
numbers and line numbers relative to each folio in the original manuscript. The apparatus 
does not include folio numbers and line numbers relative to the corresponding story in KAR 
end CAI, but this can be located in the Critical edition concordance (in the end of this paper). 
Both Latin and Hebrew letters are used to denote recto folio and in verso folio (i.e. the front 
                                              
122 Permission to copy the manuscript was granted by Rabbi Yosef Algamil. 
123 This information is based on personal e-mail correspondence with Rabbi Yosef Algamil. 
124 cf. Table of Early Semitic alphabets by M. Lidzbarski, in Gesenius 1910 
125 See the explanation for the term ‘catch word’ below.  
126 cf. Table of Early Semitic alphabets by M. Lidzbarski, in Gesenius 1910 
127 Because GAM is used as the base text for the critical edition, a photocopy of the manuscript is also included in 
the end of this paper, in Photocopy of Ramle – Rabbi Yosef Algamil (GAM). 
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and back sides of the leaf of paper), and the use varies according to the use of English or 
Hebrew in writing. In the critical edition, Hebrew folio and line references (א=recto; 
ב=verso) are used, whereas Latin references (a=recto; b=verso) are used elsewhere in the 
present paper. This I have done of esthetic reasons, as well as to ease the reading flow. The 
numbers beneath the folio reference in the right margin of each page of the critical edition 
denote the original manuscript’s line number. ד״ש, which is located at the end of every folio 
is a šomer daf ‘catch word’, written by the scribe himself or someone else at the end of each 
folio in the manuscript, representing the first word on the preceding folio—a technique used 
to keep track of the page order. Similar to GAM, CAI also displays catch words on the end of 
each folio, but is not included in the variant reading because it is superfluous. In addition, 
the story’s title תצוק המגמגﭏ  is written on the top of each folio in CAI. Therefore, the variant 
reading of CAI starts from line two on each folio. 
The base text presents the story the way it is written in the GAM manuscript, starting at 
folio 2a, line 1 (2a, 1), ending at folio 14a, line 12 (14a, 12). The corresponding story from 
the KAR-manuscript starts from 1a, 1, ending at 9b, 13, while CAI starts from 4a, 1, ending 
at 17b, 8 (I have left the out the colophon and front pages in CAI). Further notes to the 
critical edition concerning the three versions are included in the footnotes. 
4.2.1 Diacritics and other writing conventions: What is included in the critical 
edition? 
The critical edition includes all visible punctuations. However, differences in punctuation 
between the three manuscripts are included in the variant reading only when indicating a 
significant phonological meaning. For example, the letter fāᵓ is written with a dot above in 
CAI (  ֗פ), and without in KAR and GAM (פ). Here, the dot represents nothing more than the 
scribe’s custom of writing; it does not denote a significant phonological difference, thus it is 
not included in the variant reading. Likewise, the letter jīm (SC gīm) is written with a dot 
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below in KAR (  ֗ג), but not in GAM and CAI (ג). In GAM, the letter xāᵓ is written with an 
acute accent (َכ),128 whereas in KAR and CAI, it is written with a dot above (  ֗כ). Admittedly, 
all instances of definite article deviating between the manuscripts (the use of ᵓalif-lām 
ligature ﭏ or comprehensive לא) are included in the variant reading, even when apparently 
not representing any significant phonological difference, mainly because of its comparative 
orthographic interest. The place or presence of the punctuation indicating ġayn differs in the 
three versions. In CAI, it is marked by a dot below the jīm (  ֗ג), and in KAR the dot is placed 
above the letter (  ֗ג), whereas in GAM it is not indicated (ג). All instances where ġayn written 
with a dot in one manuscript and without a dot in another, the difference is included in the 
variant reading. However—according to the same principle, of indicating only the 
significant phonological meaning—the difference between the exact places of the dot is not 
included. There are no distinctions between dāl and ḏāl, as well as tāᵓ and ṯāᵓ in GAM and 
KAR (the letters are represented by ד and ת, respectively), whereas CAI makes the distinction 
(by applying diacritics). 
In the critical edition, abbreviations (like eulogies and blessings) are transcribed according 
to Modern Hebrew typography, using the punctuation marks gereš and geršayim (e.g.  ׳בס ׳עתו  
or ו״ס [respectively]= StA  ناحبس الل ىلاعتو ’Glorified and Exalted be He’) although they are not 
always written that way in the original manuscripts, where the scribes uses different 
punctuation. Here, abbreviations are usually marked by a stroke or a dot above the letter(s). 
4.2.1.2 Technical symbols found in the critical edition 
>…< a ripped/torn off or not visible segment that includes at least one whole word. 
<..> a ripped/torn off or not visible segment that includes a part of a word. 
- combining two words together. 
                                              
128 Except one occurrence, in GAM 3b, 2. 
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!   ! error in the scribe’s transmission of the text. 
?  ? doubt about what is written; letter suggested between symbols. 
אתיל not attested in respective manuscript. 






















 amujmuJ-la taṣṣiQ fo noitalsnart hsilgnE dna noitide lacitirC 3.4
 
 ]21 ,a41 .p – 1 ,a2 .p[  MAG    :txet esaB
  ]31 ,b9 .p – 1 ,a1 .p[  RAK  :stpircsunam lanoitiddA
 ]8 ,b71 .p – 1 ,a4 .p[  IAC
 
          













 ליתא IAC להא ג  רא ומא ﭏג  מג  מה קצת היא הדא RAK[ גמגמה ﭏ קוצת 1 א2
 קצת לכתוב ילחאת IAC קצת היא RAK[ ﭏ קצת 1 א3
 ליתא IAC ג  רה RAK[ אגר; ליתא IAC ומה RAK[ ומא ;ﭏג  מג  מה IAC RAK[ גמגמה 2 א3
 ליתא IAC RAK[ אל; ליתא RAK[ ﭏעולמה 4 א3
 שכ  ץ IAC שכ  ץ RAK[ סכَץ ;פ  י ממש  ה גרת IAC[ כאן ;אן IAC באן RAK[ בקין ;ﭏסלאם IAC RAK[ סﭏם 5 א3
 סאפר  RAK[מסאפר ;כאן ואחד
 IAC מאשי  RAK[מאסי ;ליתא IAC והו ;ליתא IAC ﭏשאם RAK[ ﭏסאם ;ליתא IAC לבלאד RAK[ לבלד 6 א3
 פ  י IAC RAK[ מהבין ;ליתא
 ;מאשי והוא IAC[ וכאן ;ﭏתורב בין IAC תורב אל בין RAK[ וﭏתוראב ;ﭏכ  לה IAC ﭏכ  לא RAK[ ﭏכَﭏה 7 א3
 ﭏתקא IAC RAK[ ﭏתקה
 ליתא IAC RAK[ אל ;מרמיה IAC מרמייא RAK[ מרמייה ;מית IAC[ מיית ;ואחד גמגמת IAC[ גמגמה 8 א3
 
 ehT .ti ot deneppah tahw dna llukS eht fo yrotS eht si sihT .llukS eht fo yrotS ehT
 retaerG fo dnal eht ni gnilevart saw nam a taht dlot ,meht nopu eb ecaep ,denrael
 dessot lluks daed a deretnuocne eh nehw ,wodaem detibahninu na ni gniklaw ,airyS





































 פי֗וגדהא֗ביצ  ה֗מתל֗אל֗תלג
 ﭏאביץ  ֗פי֗טראב֗מן֗ארה֗ואל
 יא֗ﭏהי֗ויאסידי֗ויאתקותי֗ויארגיה









 IAC פאכ  דהא RAK[ אכَדהא פי ;ﭏתלג מ֒תל ביצ  ה ﭏטריק IAC ﭏאביץ ֗ ﭏתלג ֗ מתל ביצ  ה ﭏטריק RAK[ טאריק 9 א3
 ואתטלע IAC ואטלע RAK[ ואתרע ;ידו IAC RAK[ יאדו ;פ  אכ  ד  הא
 נט  ר בﭏ IAC  בﭏנט  ר RAK[ נזאר בל 01 א3
 921ליתא IAC RAK[ תלג אל מתל ביצ  ה וגדהא פי 11 א3
 RAK[ ואל ;ותעﭏה סובחאן ﭏלה IAC ﭏלה RAK[ ארה ;וטלב IAC RAK[ טראב פי ;ליתא IAC[ ﭏאביץ ֗ 21 א3
 וקﭏ IAC
[ ויארגיה ;ליתא IAC ותקותי RAK[ ויאתקותי ;וסיידי IAC RAK[ ויאסידי ;ﭏאה IAC ﭏאהי RAK[ ﭏהי 31 א3
 ורגאיה IAC ורג  איא RAK
 אן IAC[ אנךּ ;ךּואחסאנ IAC אחסאנךּ ומן RAK[ אחסנךּ ומן 41 א3
 IAC[ באנהא ;ﭏגמגמה להאד  ה IAC האדי ללג  מג  מה RAK[ ﭏגמגמה להאדי ;תאד  ן IAC תאדן RAK[ תקזין 51 א3
 אנהא
 שכל IAC[ מתל ;ותגאוובני IAC תכלמני חתי RAK[ תכלמני חתה ;תנטק IAC RAK[ תנתק 61 א3
 IAC צאחבהו RAK[ צחבהו; מעא RAK[ מעה; ﭏאנסאן IAC RAK[ ﭏאנסן; יתכלם מא IAC RAK[ מיתכלם 1 ב3
 ויגאוובו צאחבו
 RAK[ כלמיהו; אנסאן ﭏ ד  ﭏךּ IAC ﭏשכ  ץ RAK[ ﭏסכּץ; פרג ֗ IAC RAK[ פרג; פלמא IAC RAK[ פלמה 2 ב3
 כלאמו IACמיהו֗אכל
֗
 etihw sa ti dnuof dna ,ti denimaxe dna ti ta dekool ,sdnah sih ni ti koot eH .daor ]…[
 ,retsaM ym ,doG ym O“ :gniyas ,doG derolpmi eh ,retfaerehT .wons tsetihw eht sa
 noissimrep lluks siht tnarg uohT taht ecarg yhT ni eehT erolpmi I .epoH ym ,feileB ym
 sih ot skaeps nam yaw eht em ot kaeps yam ti taht os ,sserpxe dna etalucitra ot





































                                              

















 מולכהו פי וג  ל עז תע׳ RAK[ מולכהו פי ע״ו; אמרהא IAC RAK[ !אמהא!; קד ואד  ה IAC קד ואדא RAK[ ואד 3 ב3
 וגל עז ס״ות IAC
 מא IAC[ מה; פ  י IAC עלי RAK[ עלה; תגאווב IAC תג  אוובהו RAK[ תגאבו 4 ב3
 להא קﭏ IAC פקﭏלהא RAK[ פקלהא; ויטלוב IAC RAK[ ויתרוב; יסﭏהא IAC RAK[ מנהא יסﭏ 5 ב3
֗RAK֗[כלמ<..>֗;איוהא יא IAC יאאיהו RAK[ יאייהו; שכ  ץ ﭏ IAC ﭏשכ  ץ RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; ליתא IAC[ דﭏךּ 6 ב3
֗כלמיני֗IAC
 פלמא RAK[ ?ה?פלמ; ס״ות IAC תע׳ RAK[ וס״; ﭏלה IAC RAK[ ארה; בקודרת IAC RAK[ בקודרית 7 ב3
 ליתא IAC
 פ  גאוובת IAC ג  אוובתהו RAK[ נתקית פי; ליתא IAC כלאמהו מן ﭏשכ  ץ פרג ֗ RAK[ כﭏמהו מן ﭏסכَץ פרג 8 ב3
 פציח IAC RAK[ פסיח 9 ב3
[ ואסמהו; ליתא IAC RAK[ הו; ﭏלה IAC RAK[ ארה ;ליתא IAC RAK[ אן; וקﭏת IAC RAK[ פﭏת 01 ב3
 ואסמה RAK
 IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; איוהא יא IAC איהו RAK[ יאייהו; ליתא IAC RAK ותעלם; וקולהו RAK[ וﭏמות 11 ב3
 ﭏשכ  ץ
 וארוד IAC ארוד RAK [?ד?ארו; אגאוובךּ חתא IAC חתי RAK[ חתה 21 ב3
 ;ﭏחק֗IAC֗RAK֗[<..>ק ;אמרני IAC אנטקני RAK[ אנתקני; לקד IAC RAK[ לאדר; גוואבךּ IAC[ גואבךּ 31 ב3
 וגל עז סו״ת IAC וג  ל עז RAK[ .>֗ע״ו.<.
֗אגאוובךּ IAC נג  אובךּ RAK[ נ<..>בךּ; אנני IAC מא לאג  ל RAK[ מה לאגל; ליתא IAC RAK[ מולכהו פי 41 ב3
֗
 taht gnihtyreve rewsna ot ti dednammoc modgnik siH ni ythgimlA rotaerC eht ]…[
 eht morf ,em ot klat ,lluks O“ :dias nam eht oS .tseuqer dna ksa thgim nam eht
 lluks eht ,tnelis llef nam eht nehW .”eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,doG fo htgnerts
 siH ,hturt eht deedni si doG“ :dias dna ,egaugnal etalucitra dna tneulf a ni ekops
 nac I taht os em ot kaeps ,rettU .nam O ,siht wonK .htaed si os dna ,hturt eht si eman
 modgnik siH ni ythgimlA ,eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,doG ”rewsna na uoy evig























































 מני תסﭏ מא IAC מני ותטלוב מני תסﭏ מא RAK[ מנו֗?ﭏ?ותס֗?י?מנ מתתלב; כאמל IAC[ גמיע 51 ב3
 IAC RAK [031!נ!א לאגל; ליתא IAC[ גואבךּ לךּ; ליתא IAC נרוד RAK[ ארוץ; ליתא IAC RAK[ חתה 61 ב3
 ליתא
 פ  קﭏ IAC פקﭏלהא RAK[ פקל; ליתא IAC RAK[ מולכהו פי ס״ו ﭏחק אנתקני 1 א4
; מן אכ  בריני IAC מן RAK[ מין; ﭏשכ  ץ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ דﭏךּ; ליתא RAK[ להא 2 א4
 אנתי IAC אין ומן RAK[ ומין; ליתא IAC אין RAK[ אן
 צאלחה IAC צﭏחא RAK[ סרחה; ג  נייא RAK[ גנייה; אנסאِיה IAC אנסייא RAK[ אנסייה 3 א4
 נתאיה IAC אנתאֵיא RAK[ אנתאייה; דכר IAC RAK[ דכאר; טאלחה IAC טﭏחא RAK[ טרחה 4 א4
 ליתא IAC RAK[ פלמה; טווילה IAC[ טוילה 5 א4
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ואסתמעית כﭏמהו מן ﭏסכَץ רג?פ? 6 א4
-בל; ﭏג  מג  מה IAC RAK[ גמגמה ﭏ; נטקת פ  י IAC נטקתפ RAK[ פינתקית ;ליתא IAC RAK[ דלכלםךּ֗?זﭏ? 7 א4
 ליתא IAC בלסאן וקﭏת RAK[ 131שאן
 להו וקﭏת IAC תעלם פציח בלסאן וקﭏת RAK[ מתעלם פיקﭏת מותלק פסיח 8 א4
 IAC RAK אנה; אן IAC איני RAK[ אני; ﭏשכ  ץ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; איוהא יא IAC איהו יא RAK[ יאייהו 9 א4
 אנא
 
 ?uoy era ohW“ :deksa nam eht oS .em morf tseuqer dna ksa yam uoy revetahw ]…[
 llat uoy erA ?namow ro nam uoy erA ?live ro doog uoy erA ?nnij a ro nam a uoy erA
 ni ekops dna ,sdrow sih ot denetsil dah lluks eht ,tnelis llef nam eht nehW ”?trohs ro
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 תאג֗מן֗ﭏצ  הב֗ופי֗גבנהום֗עוצבת
 מכללין֗בﭏלולי֗וﭏיקות֗וﭏמורגאן
֗
[ בקני; ג  אניה כונת IAC סעידה RAK[ סעידה כונת; ﭏא IAC RAK[ ﭏה; שאקיה IAC שקייא RAK שקייה 01 א4
 אנא IAC RAK[ אנה; ליתא IAC באיני RAK
 צולטאן IAC סולטאן RAK[ סורטאנ ;אנני IAC באיני RAK[ מה פי; אפתכר IAC RAK[ ר?פכי?א 11 א4
 ליתא IAC[ נגי; למא IAC RAK למה; ﭏשאם IAC RAK[ ﭏסאם; בלאד IAC RAK[ בﭏד 21 א4
 וללקנץ IAC וﭏקנץ RAK[ וﭏאנאץ; ונטלע IAC RAK[ <..>רע֗;נרכב IAC RAK[ ב?כ?נר 31 א4
 אורבע IAC מאית ארבע RAK[ ארבעמית; מעי IAC מעאיא RAK[ מעאייה֗;ירכבו֗IAC֗RAK֗[בו?ירכ? 41 א4
 מאית
 ﭏקוואוויק IAC קואיק RAK[ קואקיק; נפ  ר IAC גבאר RAK [באר?ג? 51 א4
 וכול RAK[ וכל; וﭏדיבאג ֗ IAC RAK[ וﭏדיבג; ﭏמוכ  מל IAC מוכ  מל אל RAK[ ﭏמוכמל 61 א4
 אסם בﭏ להו יוקﭏ IAC יוקﭏלהו RAK[ יקוללו; ידו פי IAC RAK[ פיאדו; מאסךּ IAC RAK[ מאשךּ 1 ב4
֗RAK֗[מנהו<..>֗;כל ראס IAC ראס כול RAK[ רש כל; ועלי RAK[ ועלה; ﭏעוקאב IAC RAK[ עוקאב ﭏ 2 ב4
 מנהום֗IAC
 עצאיב IAC עוצאבאת RAK[ עוצבת; גביניהום IAC ג  בינהום RAK[ גבנהום; ﭏד  הב IAC ﭏדהב RAK[ ﭏצ  הב 3 ב4
 מורג  אן ואל RAK[ וﭏמורגאן; יאקותוﭏ IAC RAK[ וﭏיקות; לולי בﭏ IAC בﭏלולו RAK[ בﭏלולי 4 ב4
֗
 fo dnal eht ni natlus a sa flesym fo gnikniht tnetnoc saw I .doG erofeb rennis a ]…[
 derdnuh ruof erew ereht ,gnitnuh gniog ,gnidir tuo tnew I nehW .airyS retaerG
 ,ksamad etihw dna tevlev fo romra gniraew ,em htiw gnilevart nemesroh roirraw
 ,dlog fo nworc a saw daeh s’eno hcae no dnA .drib noclaf a gnidloh meht fo eno yreve



























































 אחד נזעני IAC אחדן נזלני RAK[ נזלני אחדן; וקת IAC RAK [ואת; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏאחמר 5 ב4
 מודת פי צולטאן RAK [פימדת צורטנה ;וגלסת IAC וקעדת RAK[ ואעדת; צלטנתי IAC RAK[ צרטנתי 6 ב4
 צלטנתי מדת פ  י IAC
 ד  ﭏךּ וג  יר IAC הדה ומע RAK[ האדה ומעה; נהס IAC RAK[ שנה 7 ב4
[ ﭏסורה; מליח IAC RAK[ ומליח; ﭏקאמה IAC אלקאמה RAK[ ﭏקומה; טוויל IAC טויל RAK[ טאויל 8 ב4
 וכול RAK[ וכל; ﭏצורה IAC RAK
 וגהי פ  י ﭏנט  ר IAC ﭏנט  ר מן וג  הי ﭏי ﭏנט  ר RAK[ ﭏנזאר וגהי; ישבעו IAC RAK[ יסבעו 9 ב4
 RAK[ זﭏךּ; כול RAK[ כל; ומעא IAC ומע RAK[ ומעה; כותר IAC RAK[ כותל; מן IAC RAK [ומן 01 ב4
 ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ
 ליתא IAC אלעטשאן ונסקי RAK ]<..>א<..>?ט?ﭏעונסקי֗; אטעם IAC נטעם RAK[ נתעאם 11 ב4
 ﭏאראמל IAC RAK[ ﭏקראיר; עלי RAK[ עלה; ואתצדק RAK[ ואצדק 21 ב4
[ וﭏמסאכין; ﭏפ  וקרא ועלה IAC וﭏפוקרא RAK[ וﭏפוקרה; איתאם וﭏ IAC ﭏאיתאםו RAK[ קיתאם וﭏ 31 ב4
 וכאנת IAC[ וכנת; ואלמסאכין RAK
 ד  הב דינאר IAC[ דינאר; כול RAK[ כל 41 ב4
 RAK[ ?ת?ועסי; ﭏשיטאן IAC RAK[ ﭏסיתאן; ג  וואני IAC ג  רני RAK[ גרני; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ 51 ב4
 ועצית IAC
 IAC חין פﭏ RAK[ חין אל כפי; ﭏאצנאם IAC RAK[ ﭏאצנא; ועבדי RAK[ ועבדת; ﭏאהי IAC RAK[ ﭏהי 61 ב4
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏ; פ  ﭏחין
֗
 rof natlus eht neeb dah I dna ,enorht ym ffo em worht dluoc eno oN .]laroc[ der ]…[
 teg dluoc eno on dna ,gnikool doog ,erutats taerg fo saw I ,revoeroM .sraey ytnewt
 eht ot knird evig ,yrgnuh eht deef ot desu I ,oslA .ytuaeb sseldnuob ym fo hguone
 .roop eht dna sraggeb ,snahpro ,swodiw ot ytirahc evig dna dekan eht ehtolc ,ytsriht
 nataS dne eht sdrawot ,retal tub ,yad yreve smla fo htrow sranid dnasuoht a evag I
























































 אנעמהא כאן ﭏדי ﭏנעמה RAK[ ﭏנעמה עלייה מן; ותעﭏה סובחאן ﭏחק IAC וג  ל עז תע׳ ﭏכ  ﭏק RAK[ ﭏכَﭏק 1 א5
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ע״ו; עלייא מן ﭏנעמה IAC עלייא
 ושקא IAC RAK[ וסקה; וקלבהא IAC ואקלבהא RAK[ ואקלבה; ליתא IAC RAK[ מולכהו פי 2 א5
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ג׳ ﭏ פרגית; ﭏסוו יכפ  ינא ודיקא IAC וצ  יקה RAK[ ודיקה; וד  ול IAC[ ודולה 3 א5
 ליתא IAC RAK[ אל; ד  ﭏךּ IAC[ דﭏךּ; 231להא קﭏ פ  י IAC פקﭏ RAK[ פקל; ליתא IAC RAK[ כﭏמה מן גמגמה 4 א5
 מנךּِ IAC מניךּ RAK[ מנךּ; איוהא יא IAC איהו יא RAK[ יאייהו; שכ  ץﭏ IAC אלשכ  ץ RAK[ סכَץ 5 א5
 ﭏמות֗RAK֗ﭏ IAC[ אל; אחוﭏ  IAC[אהל ;תכ  בריני 331יךּِ!ג!א IAC תכ  בריני איניךּ RAK[ תכَבריני 6 א5
[ ראיתי; אנתי מוّתי IAC אנתי מות  י RAK[ מותי; מוّתה IAC מוֵתה RAK[ מותה; ואמה IAC ובאי RAK[ ובקי 7 א5
 ליתא IAC RAK
 ליתא IAC וצ  למתו RAK[ וזלמתו; ליתא IAC[ ﭏקבר וצ  יקת; ושדתהו IAC[ וסדתו 8 א5
 ליתא IAC RAK[ פרג פילמה; ליתא IAC[ והיבתו ﭏמות ומלךּ 9 א5
 פקﭏת IAC RAK[ פקלת; ליתא IAC RAK[ כﭏמהו מן ﭏסכَץ 01 א5
 ליתא IAC RAK[ פי; עט  ים IAC עצ  ים RAK[ עזים; סוﭏ IAC[ אמר; לקד IAC RAK[ לאדר 11 א5
[ באינלי; ﭏשכ  ץ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; איוהא יא IAC איהו יא RAK[ יאייהו; ותעלם IAC תעלם RAK[ מתעלם 21 א5
 לי באן IAC RAK
 
 ot ti detrevnoc dna ,modgnik siH ni ythgimlA ,ecarg em gnidivorp deppots doG ]…[
 :dias nam eht ,tnelis llef lluks eht nehW .”tnemenifnoc dna larommi ,nedrub dna nis
 woH ?eid uoy did woH ?daed eht ees uoy did woh ,em llet ot uoy tnaw I ,lluks O“
 dnif uoy did woH ?ssenkrad dna tnemenifnoc ,ytisnetni sti htiw htaed dnif uoy did
 uoY“ :dias lluks eht ,tnelis llef nam eht nehW ”?ssentaerg sih ni htaeD fo legnA eht







































                                              
 .IAC ni ,)a31( oilof gnidecerp eht fo drow hctac eht ni פ  קﭏ nettirw tub ,b31 fo enil tsrif eht no nettirw si פ  י קﭏ  231



















 מאיה ארבע IAC מאיא ארבע RAK[ ארבעמייה; מיתה ואנא IAC[ מייתה 31 א5
 אלית IAC RAK[ לל; דכ  לת IAC RAK[ דכَﭏת; ליתא IAC דאת RAK[ דאךּ; סנה IAC עאם RAK[ עם 41 א5
 דוכ  ת פי IAC פאכ  דתני RAK[ אכَדתני פי; לנסתחמא IAC לנתג  סיל RAK[ אסתגסל לאגל; ללחמאם IAC RAK[ חמאם 51 א5
 פי RAK[ חמאם פיﭏ; וג  ושית IAC וג  שית RAK[ וגוסית; ווקעת ﭏחמאם גוא IAC רה?כ?ﭏצ RAK[ ﭏסכרה 61 א5
 גוא פ  י IAC פג  ו RAK[ פיגו; ליתא IAC ﭏחמאם
 ברא IAC[ ברה; וטלעוני IAC RAK[ וטרעוני; מוגשי IAC מוג  זי RAK[ מוגסי; ואנא IAC[ ואנה 1 ב5
 יפ  ווקוני IAC יפייקוני RAK[ יפיקוני; חוואיגי IAC חואיג  י RAK[ חויגי 2 ב5
 RAK[ לל וסיעוני; חמלוני IAC RAK[ חמﭏוני; פ  י IAC פג  ו RAK[ פיגו; ג  שוותי IAC ג  שותי RAK[ גוסתי 3 ב5
 ואכ  דוני IAC ﭏי וניושייע
[ סריר; ועלי RAK[ ועלה; פ  רשי IAC פראשי RAK[ פראסי; עלי RAK[ עלה; ללבית IAC אלבית RAK[ בת 4 ב5
 וסרירי IAC
 ליתא IAC חואלייא RAK[ ה?יי?חואל; וﭏממליךּ IAC[ וﭏעביד; וﭏגוואר IAC[ וﭏגואר; עביד וﭏ IAC[ ממלכתי 5 ב5
 ;גמיע אנגמעו IAC אתג  מעו RAK[ ?ל?א אסגמעו; חין פ  ﭏ IAC ﭏחין פי RAK[ ﭏחין כפי 6 ב5
 אנהום IAC מא RAK[ מה; וﭏאטיבה IAC וﭏאטבא RAK[ תובבה ואל; ﭏחוכמה IAC; ﭏחוכמא RAK[ חוכמה 7 ב5
 ולקוני; מפצלי IAC RAK[ מפסלי; ליתא IAC וׅגסו RAK[ וגסום; ידאווני IAC וידאווני ינצ  רוניً RAK[ ידאוני 8 ב5
֗לם אן וראו IAC ולם RAK[ לם
 
 I ,yad yrev tahT .sraey ytneves dna derdnuh ruof rof daed ]neeb evah I[ yadot ]…[
 dna em kcurts htaed fo noitacixotni eht nehw flesym naelc ot htab eht ot gniog saw
 tup dna tuo em koot ,emac yeht ,suoicsnocnu gniyl saw I sA .ssensuoicsnoc ym tsol I
 em deirrac dna ,ssensuoicsnocnu ym morf pu em ekaw ton dluoc yehT .sehtolc ym no
 eht dna senibucnoc ehT .eltsac s’modgnik ym ni deb ot em tup dna emoh ym ot
 em evig ot derehtag srotcod eht ,nehT .em gnivres ,em dnuora doots stnavres
























































 ליתא IAC RAK[ ואל; אדוויא ﭏ ען IAC ﭏאדוייא מן RAK[ ﭏקדוייה ומנגמלת; שיא ינפ  עני IAC שי ינפעני RAK[ אנפע 9 ב5
 ליתא IAC AKR[ ?ם?מנהו סי ינפעני לם; וﭏדהאן IAC וﭏאדהאן RAK[ דהנאת 01 ב5
 RAK[ כَאמיש; עלייא פ  את פלמא IAC כאן פלמא RAK[ כאן פלמה; פלמא IAC RAK[ פלמה; ליתא[ אכדאן 11 ב5
 יום֗IAC֗RAK֗[יו<..>֗;כ  אמס IAC
 ﭏגמאעה מסתנט  רין IAC ﭏג  מאעה מסתנצ  רין RAK[ ﭏגמעה; וכ  אמס IAC RAK[ וכאמיש 21 ב5
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ועריקת; בקא אערק IAC[ אערק; אנני IAC באיני RAK[ בקני; ליתא IAC RAK[ מסתנזרין 31 ב5
 IAC RAK[ ווגהי; אצפר IAC RAK[ אספר; ﭏערק IAC RAK[ ﭏעראק; עוואץ ֗ IAC ועוואץ ֗ RAK[ עואץ ֗ 41 ב5
 ולסווד IAC ואסווד RAK[ אסואד; ווגהי
 אסנאני ואתשככת לסאני IAC וג  הי פי עיוני וג  ארית ואתשככת לסאני RAK[ ולסאני סככו אסנני עיוני וגורית 51 ב5
 וגהי פ  י עיוני וג  ארת
 סכרת IAC סכראת  RAK[סכרית; עלייא IAC RAK[ עלייה; ליתא IAC RAK[ אסואד 61 ב5
 וסמעת IAC RAK[ ושמעת 1 א6
 מן IAC טייב RAK[ טאייב; שיאً פ  יה IAC שי פיה RAK[ פיסי; בקא IAC RAK[ בקה; מא IAC RAK[ מה 2 א6
 בכיו פ  י IAC פבכיו RAK[ בכיוה פי; בהﭏטיי
 אנהום קדרו IAC[ קדרו; עלייא IAC RAK[ עלייה; ואכ  וואתי IAC ואכ  ואתי RAK[ הלי?א? 3 א6
[ ופידו; ﭏייא IAC RAK[ ﭏייה; גٔא IAC פׅגא RAK[ דאכَל פי; ﭏמות מלךּ ראית ד  ﭏךּ ובעד IAC[ ﭏמות מן 4 א6
 ידו ופ  י IAC ובידהו RAK
 
 eht nehW .yletauqeda krow ton did slio eht dna ,dekrow dah senicidem eht fo ]…[
 ym ,gnitaews fo daetsni tub ,taews ot em rof gnitiaw saw enoyreve ,emac yad htfif
 ,kcalb denrut eugnot ym ,gnignits erew hteet ym ,knurhs seye ym ,elap emaceb ecaf
 ereht ,yawa mih ekaT“ :yas enoemos draeh I .yawa tnew htaed fo noitacixotni eht dna
 em evas ton dluoc yehT .em rof tpew elpoep ym oS .”mih ni tfel gnivil gnihton si













































 ﭏקרץ  ֗וראסהו֗פי֗ﭏשמה֗וכל
 דאנו֗מליאן֗עיון֗ולהו֗אגנחה<..>
 ?ר?רחמה֗ואגנחה֗לנקמה֗ולהו֗צ  ה?ל?
 אחמר֗וצ  הר֗אביץ  ֗ו  לון֗סערהו
 כולו֗אביץ  ֗ולו֗סית֗וגוה֗וגה
 מינו֗וגה֗עלה֗ישארהועלה֗י
 וגה֗פוק֗רסהו֗וגה֗תחת֗דקנהו
 וגה֗כَﭏף֗צ  הרהו֗וגה֗קודמהו
֗פי
֗
 ﭏדי ﭏמות IAC אלמות; ואסקאני IAC RAK[ ואסקני 5 א6
 ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; אמר֗IAC RAK[ ?מר?א 6 א6
 ליתא IAC צורת ואמא RAK[ צורת ואמה 7 א6
 ﭏאספ  ל IAC[ אספל; ורגליה IAC ליןרג ֗ RAK[ לגלין; ליתא IAC[ להו ﭏמות מﭏךּ 8 א6
[ וכל; ﭏסמה IAC ﭏסמא RAK[ ﭏשמה; תחצל IAC[ פי; ראסו ﭏמות ומלךּ IAC[ וראסהו; ליתא IAC[ ﭏקרץ ֗ 9 א6
 וכול RAK
 IAC[ אגנחה; ענין IAC עינין RAK[ עיון; מלייאן IAC מלאן RAK[ מליאן; בדנו IAC RAK[ <..>דאנו 01 א6
 אגנחאً
[ ?ר?צ  ה; להו[ ולהו; ה;ללנקמ IAC RAK[ לנקמה; ואגנחאً IAC[ ואגנחה; ללרחמה IAC RAK[ רחמה?ל? 11 א6
 סדר IAC צדר RAK
 ליתא IAC שערהו ולון RAK[ סערהו ו  לון; אבייץ ֗ IAC אביץ ֗; וסדר IAC וצדר RAK[ וצ  הר 21 א6
 גוהו סתת IAC וג  וה¨סתה RAK[ וגוה סית; ולהו IAC[ ולו; ליתא IAC[ אביץ ֗ כולו 31 א6
 IAC יסארהו RAK[ ישארהו; עלי RAK[ עלה; ווׅגה IAC RAK[ וגה; ימינהו RAK[ ימינו; עלי RAK[ עלה 41 א6
 יסארו
 דקנו IAC[ דקנהו; ווג  ה IAC RAK[ וגה; ראסו IAC ראסהו RAK[ רסהו; ווג  ה IAC RAK[ וגה 51 א6
 קודאמו IAC קודאמהו RAK[ קודמהו; ווג  ה IAC RAK[ וגה; סדרו IAC[ צ  הרהו; ווג  ה IAC RAK[ וגה 61 א6
 
 fo ssalg rettib ylbirroh eht knird em edam dna ]sdnah sih ni[ drows desiar a ]…[
 eht ,ecnaraeppa sih ot semoc ti nehW .drows eht htiw taorht ym tils eh nehT .htaed
 siH .yks eht sehcaer daeh sih elihw dnuorg eht no teef owt sih sah htaeD fo legnA
 der a sah eH .tnemhsinup rof sgniw dna ycrem rof sgniw sah eh ,seye fo lluf si ydob
 no enO .secaf xis sah eh dna ,etihw lla si riah sih fo roloc eht ,kcab etihw a dna kcab
 ,nihc sih htaenrednu eno dna daeh sih fo pot eht no eno ,tfel sih no eno dna thgir sih

















































 עלה֗ימינו֗יקבץ ֗֗?י?אול֗וגה֗ﭏד ֗
 בהו֗ארוח֗ישרﭏ֗וﭏוגה֗ﭏד  י֗עלה
 יסרהו֗יונצ  ר֗בהו֗אהל֗ﭏשמואת
 תחת֗דקנהו֗ﭏעﭏייה֗וﭏוגה֗ﭏד  י
 יונצ  ר֗בהו֗אהל֗ﭏארץ  ֗וﭏוגה
 ﭏד  י֗כَﭏף֗דהרהו֗יונצ  ר֗בהו֗אהל
 ﭏכופאר֗וﭏוגה֗ﭏד  י֗קודמהו֗יונצ  ר
 בהו֗אהל֗ﭏנאר֗והי֗גהנם֗פיקל
֗
 פ  קﭏ IAC פקﭏלהא RAK[ פיקל; ליתא IAC RAK[ כﭏמהא מין פרגית פילמה 1 ב6
 RAK[ מענה; ומאד  ה IAC[ ואיש; שכ  ץﭏ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; ליתא RAK[ להא 2 ב6
 האד  ה IAC הדא RAK[ האדי; מענת IAC מעני
[ פימתעלם; להו פקﭏת IAC פקﭏת RAK[ ﭏת פי; ﭏוגוה IAC וׅגוה RAK[ וגה; ליתא IAC ﭏסתת RAK[ ﭏסאת 3 ב6
 ליתא IAC תעלם RAK
 IAC ליתא RAK[ אמר עאן יסﭏתנ בקין; ﭏשכ  ץ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; איוהא יא IAC איהו יא RAK[ יאייהו 4 ב6
 ﭏוגוה האד  ה מענת עלה לךּ נקול
 אן IAC באן RAK[ ן?י?בא; והוא IAC ליתא RAK[ ﭏסכَץ<..>ייהו֗ ותעלם עזים 5 ב6
 ימינהו RAK ימינו; עלי RAK[ עלה; ﭏד  י֗IAC֗ﭏדי RAK[ ?י?ﭏד ֗; ﭏוגה IAC ﭏוג  ה RAK[וגה אול 6 ב6
 RAK[ עלה ﭏד  י; ﭏטוויל ﭏעומר בעד אסראיל IAC[ ישרﭏ; ארוואח IAC ארואח RAK[ ארוח; בהי IAC[ בהי 7 ב6
 ﭏדי
 IAC[ בהו; פ  וק ﭏד  י וגה וﭏ העולם אומות ארוואח בהי יקבץ ֗ IAC[ יונצ  ר; יסארו IAC יסארהו RAK[ יסרהו 8 ב6
 ﭏסמוואת IAC ﭏסמאואת RAK[ ﭏשמואת; לאהל IAC RAK[ אהל; בהי
 דקנו IAC[ דקנהו; ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏד  י; וגה ﭏו IAC[ וﭏוגה; ﭏעﭏייא RAK[ ﭏעﭏייה 9 ב6
 לאהל IAC RAK[ אהל; בהי IAC[ בהו 01 ב6
 לאהל IAC RAK[ אהל; בהי[ בהו; ינצ  ור RAK[ יונצ  ר; סדרו IAC צ  הרהו RAK[ דהרהו; ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏד  י 11 ב6
 אלית IAC ינצ  ור קודאמהו ﭏדי וﭏוג  ה ﭏכופאר RAK[ יונצ  ר קודמהו ﭏד  י וﭏוגה ﭏכופאר 21 ב6
 IAC פקﭏ RAK[ פיקל; ג  הינם IAC RAK[ גהנם; והיא IAC[ והי; ליתא IAC; לאהל בהו RAK[ אהל בהו 31 ב6
 קאל
 
 xis eseht fo gninaem eht si tahW“ :ti ot dias nam eht ,tnelis llef lluks eht nehW ]…[
 O ,siht wonk os ,rettam taerg a tuoba deriuqni evah uoY“ :dias lluks eht oS ”?secaf
 eht ot sdloheb tfel sti ot ecaf eht ,learsI fo luos eht fo dloh yal ecaf tsrif ehT .nam
 elpoep eht revo sehctaw nihc sih htaenrednu ecaf eht dna ,nevaeH hgiH eht fo elpoep
 sees tnorf eht no eno eht dna ,sledifni eht ot skool kcab sih no ecaf ehT .htraE eht fo























































 קואצ  יב֗מין֗ﭏחדיד֗ותעלם֗יאייהו
 ﭏסכَץ֗לם֗יהדו֗דואבהום֗עלייה
 הום֗אהל֗ﭏשמואת֗ﭏעלייה
 ואיצ  ה֗בינתהום֗סתין֗מאלךּ
 ואתקדם֗מנהום֗עשרה֗עלייה
 ואבצ  ו֗עלה֗לסאני֗וסחאבו
 
 סכרת֗IAC֗RAK֗[סכר<..>֗;ﭏשכ  ץ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ דﭏךּ 41 ב6
 להו קﭏת פ  י IAC; פקﭏת RAK[ פקלת; ﭏמות ומלךּ וחﭏהא IAC ואהלהא RAK[ ואחולהא 51 ב6
֗נעם IAC RAK[ באני ﭏסכَץ יאייהו פימתעלם 61 ב6
 ומעהו IAC[ ומעו; ליתא IAC RAK[ והיבתו; מלךּ IAC RAK[ מﭏךּ 1 א7
; ועיניהום RAK[ עיונהום; ליתא IAC RAK[ ואמה; ﭏמלאייכה מן IAC ﭏמלאיכה מן כ  לק RAK[ מין מליכה 2 א7
 ועניהום IAC
 אייאדיהם IAC אידיהום RAK[ איידיהום; משאעל IAC RAK[ מסאעל; מ֒תל IAC[ מתל 3 א7
 IAC RAK[ יאייהו ותעלם; חדיד RAK[ ﭏחדיד; מן IAC RAK[ מין ;קאצ  באן IAC קוצ  באן RAK[ קואצ  יב 4 א7
 ליתא
 אבדאً ג  צ  בהום IAC ג  צ  בהום RAK[ עלייה דואבהום ;יהדא IAC יוהדא RAK[ יהדו; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ 5 א7
 ﭏארץ ֗ פ  י ולא ﭏסמה פ  י לא IAC ﭏארץ ֗ אהל עלי ולא ﭏסמאואת אהל עלי לא RAK[ ﭏעלייה ﭏשמואת אהל הום 6 א7
 מלךּ RAK[ מאלךּ; בינאתהום IAC RAK[ בינתהום; ואיצ  א RAK[ ואיצ  ה 7 א7
 מנהום עשרה ומסכוני עלייא IAC RAK[ עלייה עשרה מנהום; ואתקדמו IAC RAK[ ואתקדם 8 א7
 וסחבו IAC RAK[ וסחאבו; עלי RAK[ עלה; קבצ  ו IAC RAK[ ואבצ  ו 9 א7
 
 snoitidnoc dna noitacixotni eht dnif uoy did woH“ :lluks eht ot ]dias[ nam ehT ]…[
 htaeD fo legnA eht was I hturt ni ,nam O ,siht wonK“ :dias lluks eht oS ”?htaed fo
 erew seye riehT .slegna fo tsehgih eht saw mih htiw rehtegot dna ,ecnenime sih dna
 ton did yeht ,nam O ,siht wonK .srab nori erew sdnah rieht ni dna ,erif fo sehcrot ekil
 .slegna ytxis erew meht gnomA .nevaeH hgiH eht fo selpoep eseht ,regna rieht ehtoos

















































 ﭏלד  י֗כאנו֗חואלייה֗וקתאדם֗מנהום












 שרוקת IAC RAK[ קת?סר?; ליתא IAC RAK[ וקומת עלייהה !ﭏחדיד!֗;431ﭏכלאם IAC RAK[ !ﭏכﭏליב! 01 א7
 פזעת שרקה אל שידת ומן RAK[ פזעית פי; עט  ימה אן IAC עט  ימה RAK[ עזימה; שרקה IAC RAK[ סרקה 11 א7
 ﭏנאס֗IAC֗ﭏנאס כול RAK[ ﭏ<..>ס; פ  זעית ﭏשרקה שדת ומן IAC
 ליתא IAC RAK[ וקתאדם; חדאיה IAC חוﭏייא RAK[ חואלייה; ﭏד  י IAC ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏלד  י 21 א7
 עלי RAK[ עלה; קבצ  ו IAC RAK[ ואכצ  ו; ליתא[ מרה תאני 31 א7
 מנהום ועשרה IAC RAK[ עשרה מנהום קתאדם; אידאייה IAC ידייא RAK[ יאדייה 41 א7
 בטני IAC RAK[ באטני; פ  י IAC עלי RAK[ עלה; דכ  לו IAC RAK[ קעדו; ליתא IAC RAK[ מרה תﭏת 51 א7
 IAC חדיד RAK[ ﭏחדיד; כלﭏיב IAC כלאליב RAK[ ﭏכﭏליב; אייאדיהום IAC איידהום RAK[ איידיהום 61 א7
 מ֒תל IAC מתל֗RAK [מ<..>; ﭏחדיד מן
 חין IAC ﭏחין RAK[ חין אל; ופ  ﭏ IAC פפי RAK[ כפי; ואקווא IAC ואקֵוא RAK[ האאקו וימה֗2 ב7
 ﭏמוחרקה IAC RAK[ קה!ק!מוח אל; נאר IAC[ ﭏנאר; וקעת RAK[ וקעית 2 ב7
 ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; אקואהא IAC RAK אקוהא; מא יא IAC RAK[ וימה 3 ב7
 ועאקבוני IAC ועאקבוני וקעדוני RAK[ ואעדוני֗531<..>אמוני ורגעו; ועד  בוני IAC[ ועדבוני 4 ב7
 
 fo net ,niagA .em dnuora elpoep eht lla gniracs ,duol tuo demaercs I .sdrow eht ]…[
 htrof emac meht fo net ,emit driht eht roF .sdnah ym dehctulc dna htrof emac meht
 gninrub ,gnorts A .erif fo skooh nori erew sdnah rieht ni dna ,hcamots ym no tas dna











































                                              
 RAK fo strap gnidnopserroc eht ni ,קבצ  ו עלי/עלה לסאני וסחבו ﭏכלאם sa ,rorre epyt a sah MAG taht elbisualp si tI 431
 .’sdrow eht dellup dna eugnot ym dehctulc yeht‘ setalsnart ,ylevitcepser ,IAC dna




















 מולאי IAC RAK[ מולאייה֗;פקולת֗IAC֗RAK֗;פ<..֗..>ת; ליתא IAC RAK[ חילי עלה 5 ב7
 נפסי IAC RAK[ ?י?רוח; ליתא IAC אן RAK[ ?ין?א; מוראדי IAC RAK[ וימוראדי 6 ב7
 ליתא IAC ﭏחין פפי RAK[ מנהום ואחד ﭏייה גה; פ  י IAC[ כפי; מאלי RAK[ מﭏי 7 ב7
 IAC פפי RAK[ כפי; עלי RAK[ עלה; צ  רבה IAC RAK [דרבה; מנהום ואחד צ  רבני IAC RAK[ ודרבני 8 ב7
 ליתא
 IAC ותע׳ סב׳ RAK[ ע״ו ס״ו; ﭏחק אן לי וקאל IAC ﭏחק וקﭏ RAK[ פיﭏכَﭏק; וקעת IAC RAK[ וקעית 9 ב7
 ס״ות
 תברטיל ולא רשווה IAC ברטיל ולא רשֵוא RAK[ ברטיר; ליתא IAC RAK[ מולכהו פי 01 ב7
 קבצ  ו IAC RAK[ כדוא; ליתא IAC RAK[ רסהו 11 ב7
 צ  רבת IAC RAK[ דרבית; מן IAC RAK[ מין; אשד IAC RAK[ אסד 21 ב7
 ﭏמג  סלין IAC RAK[ ﭏמגסלין; גוא IAC[ גו; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ 31 ב7
 וחטוה IAC[ וחטוני; וחמלוה IAC[ וחמלוני; וכפ  נוה IAC[ וכפנוני; וג  סלוה IAC ג  סלוני RAK[ יגסלוני 41 ב7
 להו IAC לי RAK[ לייה; ֒תם IAC[ תם; האד  ה IAC הדא RAK[ האדה; ﭏי RAK[ פי 51 ב7
 פיה IAC RAK[ ﭏמכאן האדה פי; וחטוה IAC[ ונזלוני; ﭏקבר RAK[ קבר 61 ב7
 פפי RAK[ ﭏ כפי; טוראב IAC ﭏתוראב RAK[ תוראב; ליתא RAK[ בﭏ; עליה IAC עלייא RAK[ עלייה 1 א8
֗פ  י IAC
 
 ot htlaew ym lla ecifircas dluow I ,eriseD ym ,retsaM yM :dias I .flesym yb gnittis ]…[
 .dnuorg eht ot llef I os ecaf eht ni em tih dna em ot emac meht fo enO .luos ym evas
 .ebirb eht tpecca ot desufer ,modgnik siH ni detlaxE dna deifirolG eb eH yam ,doG
 a morf sekorts dnasuoht eno taht regnorts saw luos ym koot yeht nehw emit ehT
 siht ot em koot yeht dna ,em duorhs dna hsaw ot emac srehtab eht ,retfaerehT .drows


























































 ליתא IAC RAK[ בﭏתאני; ﭏייא IAC RAK[ ﭏלייא; רג  עת IAC RAK[ רגעית; ﭏחין IAC RAK[ חין 2 א8
 ﭏדנייה IAC ניאﭏדו RAK[ ﭏדוניה; האד  ה פ  י IAC הדא פי RAK[ פיחﭏ; כמא IAC מה כמתל RAK[ מה כמה 3 א8
 מﭏכין RAK[ מﭏיכה; עלייא IAC ﭏייא RAK[ ﭏלייה; דכ  לו IAC RAK[ דאכَלו; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ 4 א8
 ליתא IAC RAK[ אלדי; מלאֵכין IAC
 ﭏדונייה IAC ﭏדוניא RAK[ ﭏדוניה; עלי RAK[ עלה; ﭏמתוכלין IAC RAK[ מתוכלין 5 א8
 ﭏלה IAC RAK[ <...>֗?ךּ?יא֗ויל; וקאלו IAC קﭏו RAK[ תםﭏו 6 א8
 ﭏראחה RAK[ ﭏרחה; עדמתנא RAK[ עדמתנה; מא מ֒תל IAC כמא RAK[ כמה; אפ  עאלךּ IAC[ באפעﭏךּ 7 א8
 ראחה IAC
; חאסבוני IAC RAK[ חסבוני; ֒תום IAC תום RAK[ זﭏךּ ובעד; דונייה פ  ﭏ IAC ﭏדוניא פי RAK[ ﭏדוניה פי 8 א8
 עלי RAK[ עלה
 פעלתהא IAC RAK[ פעלתה; ﭏד  י IAC ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏלדי; אפ  עאלי IAC[ אפעﭏי 9 א8
; וקﭏו IAC וקﭏו RAK[ ﭏו; ליתא IAC RAK[ זﭏךּ ובעד ; ﭏדונייה האד  הי IAC ﭏדוניא הדא RAK[ ﭏדוניה 01 א8
 ליתא  IAC RAK[ אל
 וכד  א IAC כדא RAK[ כדה; ﭏפלאני IAC RAK[ פלאני 11 א8
 RAK[ ארדו; ד  ﭏךּ לאגל IAC דﭏךּ ולאג  ל RAK[ זﭏךּ ובעד; אוכד ֗ וכד  א IAC וכדא כדא RAK[ וכדה כדה 21 א8
 מסכו IAC
 IAC וילךּ ויא RAK[ יאוילךּ; ד  נובךּ כו֒תר מן לסאנךּ IAC דנובךּ כותר מן לסאנךּ RAK[ לי וקלו לסאני עלה 31 א8
 ד  אךּ IAC[ דאךּ; וילךּ ויא
֗
 ot dengissa slegna dna ,dlrow siht ni saw I fi sa ,niaga em ot denruter luos yM ]…[
 ,sdeed ruoy morf uoy egduj lliw doG ,sala dna hO :dias yeht dna em ot emac ,htraE siht
 dah I sdeed eht lla rof em degduj yehT .trofmoc s’htraE eht yawa koot ew hcihw ni
-os did uoy yad taht dna ,os-dna-os did uoy yad sihT :dias dna ,dlrow siht ni detcudnoc

























































 צ  <..>וﭏג ֗֗<..>פיקלו֗לי֗אחנה֗נאכר֗ונכ
 ין֗אסתﭏתמאבין֗עיונהום֗כפי֗ﭏ<..>
 ארחמה֗מין֗קולבהום֗ובעד֗זאלךּ
 מין֗דקני֗ואמוני֗ורגעו֗אבצ  וני
֗
 מלאךּ ﭏ; פיךּ IAC RAK[ פי; אן ויום פ  יה תנהתךּ ﭏד  י ﭏיום IAC ﭏדי ויום פיךּ תנהתךּ ﭏדי ﭏיום RAK[ ﭏלדי 41 א8
 ﭏ ﭏמלךּ IAC ﭏמלךּ RAK[ ﭏ
 ﭏמלכין RAK[ ﭏמﭏיכה; כ  רגוא IAC כ  רג  ו RAK[ כ  ארגו; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; ﭏג  באר RAK[ גבאר 51 א8
 ﭏמלאֵכין IAC
[ מﭏיכה; עלייא IAC RAK[ עלייה; ודכ  לו IAC RAK[ ודאכَלו; ﭏאוולאניין IAC ﭏאולאניין RAK[ ﭏאולאנין 61 א8
 מלאֵכין IAC מלכין RAK
 IAC RAK[ ?ה?קאמ ﭏ; אסוודין IAC[ אסודין ;ﭏגבל עלוו IAC כﭏג  בﭏ RAK[ כלגבﭏ; טווﭏ IAC RAK[ טוﭏ 1 ב8
 ﭏקאמה
 ליתא IAC א֜כ֜ת֜א֜פ֜ה֜ו֜ם֗ RAK[ אכתפהום; עלי RAK[ עלה; מלפ  ופ  ין IAC[ מלפופה 2 ב8
; עלי RAK[ עלה; ומסבולין IAC מסבולין RAK[ מסבולה; מנאכ  ירהום IAC מנאכ  ירהום?ו? RAK[ ומנכَיَרהום 3 ב8
 הוםכתאפ ֗ IAC אכתאפהום RAK[ אכתפהום
 RAK[ מין; להום קולת פ  י IAC קולת RAK [פיק<..>לת; עלייא IAC RAK[ עלייה; ליתא IAC RAK[ פימה 4 ב8
 אנתום֗IAC֗אנתו RAK[ ?ם?אנתו; מן IAC מ  ין
֗RAK֗[וﭏג  צ  <..>֗;ונכיר֗IAC֗RAK֗[ונכ<..>֗;נחן IAC אחנא RAK[ אחנה; קﭏו פ  י IAC; קﭏו RAK[ פיקלו 5 ב8
 וﭏג  צ  ב֗IAC
 אנקלעת IAC RAK[ אסתﭏת; פ  ﭏחין IAC[ ﭏ<..>ין כפי; עניהום IAC; [ בין IAC RAK[ מאבין 6 ב8
 IAC RAK[ זאלךּ ובעד; קלובהום IAC RAK[ קולבהום; מן IAC RAK[ מין; ﭏרחמה IAC RAK[ ארחמה 7 ב8
 ליתא
 תאלי IAC RAK[ ורגעו ואמוני; מן IAC RAK[ מין; וקבצ  וני IAC קבצ  וני RAK[ אבצ  וני 8 ב8
 
 dna tfel slegna tsrif eht ,taht retfA !gnigduj eb lliw gniK suolucarim eht taht yad eht ]…[
 no ylruc gnignah riah ,sniatnuom sa llat dna deidob-kcalb ,emac slegna rehto eht
 ta demaercs yehT .secaf rieht woleb nwod gnihcaer seson rieht dna sredluohs rieht
 saw ycrem eht dna regna htiw gninrub seye htiW ?uoy era ohW :deksa I dna ,em
 ym debbarg yehT .rīkaN dna rikāN era eW :em dlot yeht ,straeh rieht fo tuo nward





























































[ בצות; וצ  רבוני IAC RAK[ ודרבוני; חילי IAC RAK[ חיל; עלי RAK[ עלה; וקעדוני IAC RAK[ אעדוני 9 ב8
 בצוט IAC
 ובעד; אייאדיהום פ  י IAC יאדיהום פי RAK[ פיאדהום הו; ﭏד  י IAC ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏלזי; ﭏנאר מן IAC[ ﭏנאר 01 ב8
 יתאל IAC RAK[ זﭏךּ
 ﭏאספ  לין IAC[ ﭏסאפלין; אספ  ל פ  י IAC[ לאספל; ונזלוני IAC[ נזלוני 11 ב8
[ האדה; לי וקﭏו IAC וקﭏולי RAK[ ואלולי; ליתא IAC RAK[ חילי עלה; וקעדוני IAC RAK[ ועדוני 21 ב8
 האד  ה IAC דל RAK
 IAC דנובךּ RAK[ נובךּז; מן IAC RAK[ מין; כולו IAC RAK[ כלו; ﭏעד  אב IAC עדאב RAK[ ﭏעזאב 31 ב8
 ליתא[ ובעד; ד  נובךּ
 עקלי֗זל IAC RAK[ זﭏעקלי; חין פ  ﭏ IAC ﭏחין פי RAK[ חין זﭏךּ 41 ב8
 פקולת IAC RAK[ פיקולת; עלי RAK[ עלה; וחזנת IAC כ  אטרי ואתשווש RAK[ כَאתרי ואשויש 51 ב8
 פ  י IAC פרג  עו RAK[ רגעו פימה; ﭏהי IAC וﭏאהי RAK[ וﭏהי; אנתום אגעלכום IAC אנתו RAK[ אנתום 61 ב8
 רגעו
 תאניה צ  רבה צ  רבוני RAK[ וגהי עלה וצ  רבוני תאני בﭏ ﭏלייה 1 א9
 אוכ  רה צ  רבה צ  רבוני IAC
 RAK[ ובע׳; ﭏאספ  לין IAC[ ﭏםאפלין; אספ  ל ﭏה איצ  ה IAC[ לאםפל; חין פ  ﭏ IAC ﭏחין פי RAK[ ﭏחין כפי 2 א9
 ליתא IAC
 ואעדוני IAC RAK[ ואעדוני; ורג  עו IAC RAK[ רגעו; תאלי IAC RAK[ זﭏךּ ובעד 3 א9
 
 erew yeht taht erif fo pihw eht htiw em tih dna flesym yb ]niaga ecno[ em tas ]…[
 tas dna pu em detfil yeht niagA .wol eht fo tsewol eht ot em koot yeht ,nehT .gnidloh
 dnim ym tsol I .snis ruoy fo daol eht rof si niap siht fo llA :em ot dias dna ,flesym yb em
 ,droL ym era uoY :meht dlot I dna ,luos ym desufnoc dnim yM .denethgirf emaceb dna
 fo tsewol eht ot em koot yeht nehT .ecaf ym tih dna kcab emac yeht ,niagA .doG ym

















































 אכَדךּ֗פיבעד֗זﭏךּ֗איצ  ה֗אלו֗לל
 ארץ  ֗כَודיה֗ואסתנאמי֗מנו֗לאנו
 כאן֗יאכול֗כَיר֗ארה֗ויעבד֗גירו
 כפי֗ﭏחין֗עצ  תני֗ﭏארץ  ֗ומין֗כותר
 ﭏעצ  ה֗פימה֗תבקית֗עוצ  אמי֗לבעץ ֗
 חין֗סלית֗רוחי֗ודמועי֗עלהכפי֗ﭏ
 דודי֗איצ  ה֗עצ  תני֗ﭏארץ  ֗ומיןכَ
 כותרית֗ﭏעצ  ה֗פימה֗תבקית֗ﭏארץ ֗




 עקבךּ IAC עוקאבךּ RAK[ ויאעוקבךּ; וילךּ יא IAC RAK[ יאוילךּ; וקﭏו IAC RAK[ וﭏו; ליתא IAC RAK[ חילי עלה 4 א9
 יריתךּ אומי יא IAC יארית אומי RAK[ יאקומי יאריֵתךּ; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ <..>זﭏ֗;יבעד֗IAC֗RAK֗[<..>בעד 5 א9
 ליתא[ אבויה כאן ולם; ולדתיני IAC RAK[ תיני?ב?ג; ליתא IAC[ כונתי 6 א9
 קﭏו IAC RAK[ לל אלו; איצ  א RAK[ איצ  ה; ליתא[ זﭏךּ פיבעד אכَדךּ 7 א9
 לאנהו IAC[ לאנו; ואסתנקמי IAC RAK[ ואסתנאמי; ללארץ ֗ IAC RAK[ ארץ ֗ 8 א9
 ג  ירו IAC RAK[ גירו; ﭏלה IAC RAK[ ארה 9 א9
 עוט  ם IAC[ כותר; ומן IAC RAK[ ומין; צתני!מ! IAC[ עצ  תני; חין פ  ﭏ IAC ﭏחין פי RAK[ ﭏחין כפי 01 א9
; עוט  אמי IAC[ עוצ  אמי; טבקת IAC RAK[ תבקית; ﭏשרّיה IAC; למא ﭏעצ  א שדת RAK[ פימה ﭏעצ  ה 11 א9
 ﭏבעץ ֗ בבעצ  הום IAC RAK[ לבעץ ֗
; דמועי IAC RAK[ ודמועי רוחי; סﭏת IAC סﭏית RAK[ סלית; חין ופ  ﭏ IAC ﭏחין פי RAK[ ﭏחין כפי 21 א9
 עَלה IAC עלי RAK[ עלה
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ומין; לי קﭏת IAC RAK[ עצ  תני; איצ  א RAK[ איצ  ה ;י!ר!כ  דו֗IAC ]כَדודי 31 א9
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏארץ ֗ תבקית פימה ﭏעצ  ה כותרית 41 א9
 ליתא IAC RAK[ וﭏת ﭏארץ ֗ לי נתקית פימה עלייה 51 א9
[ אסתנקם לאני; וכ  אלקי IAC[ וכَﭏקי; ירבّ IAC[ רבי; יתועזّ IAC ועזת RAK[ועזית; ליתא IAC RAK[ לי 61 א9
 ליתא IAC RAK
֗
 O :dias I .stnemhsinup ruoy fo erawa eb ,sala dna hO :em ot dias dna ,flesym yb ]…[
 ruoy nekat reven dah rehtaf ym taht dna ,em ot htrib nevig reven dah uoy hsiw I ,rehtoM
 s’doG nelots sah eh esuaceb ,egnever ekat dna mih ezieS :htraE eht ot dias yehT .dnah
 pu em dewollaws dna denepo dnuorg eht oS .miH naht srehto deppihsrow dna htlaew
 dna luos ym dna ,waj eht fo htgnerts eht yb rehtegot dehsurc erew senob ym taht os
 ,dehsurc saw I taht os pu em dewollaws dna denepo tI .keehc ym nwod deduxe sraet
 taht rotaerC ym ,droL ym fo yrolg eht yb ,raews I :dias dna ,em ot gnikaeps detrats neht


























































[ ואנתה; אסימנק כונת מא יא IAC בנקאסי RAK[ בנקסי; אנא IAC RAK[ אנה; ליתא IAC RAK[ לאני מנאךּ 1 ב9
 ואנתי IAC ואנתא RAK
 IAC ﭏיום יכון ואיש RAK[ ﭏיום ואיש; צ  הרי IAC RAK[ דהרי; עלי RAK[ !ר!על; מאשי IAC RAK[ מאסי 2 ב9
 אנתה ﭏד  י IAC ואנתא RAK[ ואנתה; ﭏיום יכון ומאד  א
[ לאכَרץ; ומוולאי IAC אייומול וﭏאהי RAK[ וכَﭏקי; ועזת RAK[ ועזית; בטני פ  י IAC בטני פי RAK[ פיבטני 3 ב9
 לאכ  לץ IAC אכ  לץ ﭏא RAK
[ דאכَלוי; חין פ  ﭏ IAC ﭏחין פי RAK[ ﭏחין כפי; מנךּ IAC RAK[ מינאךּ; טארי IAC תארי לי RAK[ טארי 4 ב9
 עלייא IAC RAK[ ?ה?עליי; דכ  לו IAC RAK
[ כלגבﭏ; טווילין IAC ליןטוי RAK[ טוﭏ; אוכ  רין IAC RAK[ קדרין; מלאֵכין IAC מלכין RAK[ מלאיכה 5 ב9
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ואכَ׳; גבל כאל IAC כﭏג  בﭏ RAK
 ליתא֗IAC֗RAK֗[ﭏמכן֗;ﭏקבר IAC RAK[ בר?ק?ﭏ האדה; מן IAC RAK[ מין; ואכ  רג  וני IAC RAK[ ואכרגוני 6 ב9
 ליתא IAC RAK[ פימולכהו ס״ו; וחמלוני IAC RAK[ וחמﭏוני 7 ב9
 כ  רג IAC RAK[ כَראג; חין ופ  ﭏ IAC ﭏחין פי RAK[ זﭏךּ בעד פי 8 ב9
 ודוה IAC[ וודוהו; כ  ודוה IAC RAK[ כודוהו; ליתא IAC ﭏייא RAK[ אלייה; תקדמוה לא IAC RAK[ לתקדמו 9 ב9
 ליתא IAC RAK[ לגהנם ודוני זﭏךּ ובעד; גהינם IAC לג  הינם RAK[ לגהנם 01 ב9
 ליתא IAC[ ארבע; ופיה ﭏערש IAC RAK[ ללערש; וראית IAC RAK[ פיוגדת 11 ב9
 לאברהם IAC אברהים לאבונא RAK[ אברהים לאבונה; כראס֗י ﭏוואחד IAC ﭏאול ﭏכורסי RAK[ כורסי אויל 21 ב9
 אבינו
 
 yad eht no dnA .kcab ym no gniklaw elihw uoy gnirudne neeb evah I esuaceb ,uoy no ]…[
 evah lliw I taht ,rotaerC ym ,droL ym fo yrolg eht yb ,raews I ,bmow ym edisni erew uoy
 em koot ,em ot emac sniatnuom sa llat slegna ythgimla ,nehT .uoy no ecnaegnev ym
 ni detlaxE dna deifirolG eb eH yam ,enorht siH ot em deirrac dna evarg eht fo tuo
 ni mih worht dna mih ezies ,htrof oG :gniyas ,dellac dlareh a neht dnA .modgnik siH
 sah enorht eht taht dnuof I .eriF gnizalb eht otni em werht yeht oS .eriF gnizalb eht





























































 וﭏ֒תאני IAC ﭏתאני RAK[ לל ﭏתאני וﭏכורסי; ﭏסלאם עליה IAC עﭏ״ס ﭏכ  ליל RAK[ עﭏ״ס כَﭏיל 31 ב9
 ותﭏת; ﭏסלאם עליה IAC[ עﭏ״ס; רבינו משה IAC מוסי RAK[ משה; לסידנא IAC לסיידנא RAK[ סייאד 41 ב9
 וﭏ֒תﭏת֗֒ IAC וﭏתﭏת RAK[ כורסי
 מן IAC[ דאת מין; יתג  יירו IAC RAK[ יתגירו; ﭏד  י IAC ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏלדי; ללג  רים IAC RAK[ ללגארים 51 ב9
 לכ  אייפ  ין IAC לכ  איפין RAK[ ללכَאיפין; וﭏראבע IAC RAK[ כורסי וראבע; אונפ  וסהום IAC[ נפוסהום 61 ב9
[ חמﭏוני; אנהום ֒תום IAC תום RAK[ תם זﭏךּ פיבעד; ותעﭏה סובחאן ﭏלה IAC את״ע RAK[ ס״ו ארה 1 א01
 חמלוני IAC RAK
 עלי RAK[ עלה; ושחטטוני IAC RAK[ יסחטטוני ותמו; לגהינם וודוני IAC ג  הינם אלי RAK[ לגהנהם 2 א01
 מן גזא IAC ﭏדי ג  זא הדא RAK[ ﭏלדי האדה 3 א01
; דאר IAC RAK[  דארו; פי IAC RAK[ פימה; ﭏאהו IAC[ רבו RAK [רבהו; ﭏלה IAC עלי RAK[ עלה 4 א01
 תנהום פ  י IAC והום RAK[ והום; ﭏדונייה IAC ﭏדוניא RAK[ ﭏדוניה
 וצלת אנני למא IAC; וצלת חתי RAK[ ﭏה וצלת חתה וגהי עלה; ישחטטוני IAC RAK[ יסחטטוני 5 א01
 IAC RAK[ גהנהמ; עלי RAK[ עלה; ראית פ  י IAC פראית RAK[ וגדת; ג  הינמ לבאב IAC RAK[ גהנהם 6 א01
 ג  הינם
 ועליה מוחתרם כביר שיך IAC ובין טווﭏ ומנאכ  ירו כביר שיך RAK[ ובין ארוכוב טוﭏ ומנכَירו כביר סאך 7 א01
 ובין מנאכ  ירו מן טﭏע טﭏע ﭏדוכ  אן ולאכן וﭏחורמה ﭏהיבה
 
 ,sesoM retsaM ot sgnoleb riahc dnoces ehT .mih nopu eb ecaep ,doG fo dneirF ]…[
 rieht fo tuo msiaduJ ot detrevnoc ohw esoht rof si riahc driht ehT .mih nopu eb ecaep
 retfA .miH nopu eb ecaep ,doG raef ohw esoht rof si riahc htruof ehT .erised nwo
 dnuora em gniggard dna gnillup detrats dna eriF gnizalb eht ot em thguorb yeht ,taht
 ton seod ohw eno eht si sihT :gniyas em no dellac ,nwod ecaf )em derewol( ym htiw
 ew litnu ,nwod ecaf ,em deggard dna dellup yehT .htraE no efil eht ni droL sih yebo
 gib dna gnol a htiw nam dlo na was I ,lleH fo srood eht tA .mannahaJ eht dehcaer






























































 עלה IAC עלי RAK[ ﭏ; ﭏמתווכלין IAC[ ﭏמתוכלין; ﭏמלאיכה IAC RAK[ ﭏמליכה; ידיה IAC RAK[ איידי 8 א01
 ליתא IAC ג  הינם ﭏי פקדמוני RAK[ ﭏליה פיקדמוני; ג  הינם IAC RAK[ גהנהם ועלה דוניה 9 א01
 ועלקוה IAC RAK[ ועלקו; ﭏשיך IAC RAK[ ﭏסאך; ליתא IAC[ להום; קﭏ פ  י IAC פקﭏ RAK[ פיקל 01 א01
[ דוראע; סבעין IAC RAK[ סתין; 731טולהא IAC RAK[ טולהא ﭏלי; סלסלה IAC RAK[ 631ﭏסנסלה 11 א01
 דראע IAC RAK
[ ס״ו; בﭏ מן᷉יא IAC בﭏלה RAK[ ארה כَיר יאכול; כאן לם IAC RAK [כאן; לאנהו IAC RAK[ לקנהו 21 א01
 תועﭏה IAC תע׳ RAK
 ליתא IAC RAK ]ס״ו בארה יקאמין ולם גירו ויעבד 31 א01
 מ֒תל IAC חוכם RAK[ ﭏ חוכם; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ[ ובעד IAC פבעד RAK[ פיבעד 41 א01
 IAC מלאנין RAK[ מליאנין; ליתא IAC RAK[ אדﭏגלו; ﭏגרבאת IAC ﭏג  ראבאת RAK[ גלואד 51 א01
 חייאת IAC[ חיאת; מלייאנין
 וליס IAC ומא RAK[ וימאה; מה יא IAC ומא RAK[ וימאה; ועקארב IAC RAK[ ועקרב 61 א01
 ﭏעקארב ולהאד  ה IAC[ וﭏעקרב; ﭏחייאת להאד  ה IAC[ דלחייאת; שביה IAC אשבהום RAK[ אקוהום 1 ב01
 ליתא IAC RAK[ דלחייאת אקוהום וימה אצעבהום 2 ב01
 
 ,mih ot em thguorb yehT .lleH dna htraE rof dengissa slegna eht erew sdnah sih ]…[
 sah eh esuaceb ,gnol stibuc ytxis sniahc ni mih ecalp dna mih ezieS :meht ot dias eh dna
 dna miH naht srehto deppihsrow sah eh ,eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,htlaew s’doG nelots
 rehtael a ni em tup yeht ,retfaerehT .eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,doG ni eveileb ton seod
 dna sekans esoht evissergga dna gnorts woH .snoiprocs dna sekans fo lluf ,htolckcas









































                                              
 !ciS 631
















; ס״ו ﭏלה יאזן IAC את״ע יאדן RAK[ יקזין ס״ו; לוכאן לאן IAC כאן לו RAK[ כאן ולו; ליתא[ וﭏעקרב 3 ב01
 בוואחדה IAC לואחדה RAK[ לוחדה
 ﭏארץ ֗ IAC[ אלארץ ֗; תזעזע IAC RAK[ תזעזעק 4 ב01
 עלייא קבצ  ו IAC לסאני וכ  רסו לסאני עלי קבצ  ו RAK[לסאני מן יגרגרוני; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ תמו ךּזﭏ 5 ב01
 וכ  רגוני
 ﭏד  י גזאת IAC ﭏדי ג  זא RAK[ ﭏלזי; האד  ה IAC הדא RAK[ ה?אד?ה; והם IAC[ והום 6 ב01
; וקת פ  י קﭏ IAC וקת ֞ופי RAK[ וקאת ופי; רבו IAC RAK[ רבהו עלה; יעצא IAC יועצא RAK[ יועצה 7 ב01
 מא IAC RAK[ מה
 ג  מיע RAK[ דלקומור דﭏךּ; ﭏשכ  ץ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ דﭏךּ; סמע IAC RAK[ שמע 8 ב 01
 מא IAC מא
 ליתא IAC[ וכאן; תלךּ עלה תועדא IAC דלךּ עלי אתעֵדא RAK[ אדעתו מה עלה 9 ב01
 קווה ולא RAK[ ולהת; חולא לא IAC חול לא RAK[ ולהלח; קﭏ IAC[ יקול; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ 01 ב01
 ﭏא IAC RAK[ ﭏלה; קותא ולא IAC
[ בוכה; ובֵכא RAK[ ובוכי; ﭏעט  ים עﭏי IAC ﭏעט  ים ﭏעלי RAK[ ﭏעזים; בﭏלה IAC בﭏלה RAK[ בלה 11 ב01
 שדיד IAC RAK[ עזים; ליתה RAK[ אן; בוכא IAC בוֵכא RAK
 IAC RAK[ אל; יא IAC RAK[ יאייהו; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ זﭏךּ; קﭏ ורגע IAC פקﭏ RAK[ פיﭏ 21 ב01
 ליתא
 ליתא IAC RAK[ אניךּ מניךּ אריד פימה 31 ב01
 אחווﭏ IAC אחוﭏ RAK[ אחואל; ראיתי IAC RAK[ רקיתי; וחדתיני כלמיני IAC RAK[ תכבריני 41 ב01
 
 detlaxE dna deifirolG ,miH yb tuo dewolla eb ot reve erew meht fo eno fi dnA ]…[
 ym yb dnuora em deggard dna dellup yeht nehT .elbmert dluow htraE eht ,eH eb
 nam eht nehW .droL sih yebo ton seod ohw eno eht si sihT :gniyas ,em gnillac ,eugnot
 tpecxe htgnerts ro rewop on si erehT“ :dias eh ,gnimialc saw lluks eht tahw draeh
 llet ot uoy tnaw I ,lluks O“ :dias nam eht nehT .tpew eh dna ”,taerG eht ,doG htiw































































[ תעלם; ליתא IAC RAK[ פימה; קﭏת IAC RAK ﭏת; ליתא IAC RAK[ פימה; ג  הינם IAC RAK[ גהנהם 51 ב01
 ﭏשכ  ץ אייוהא יא תעלם IAC
֗סבע IAC RAK[ שבאע; ג  הינם IAC RAK[ גהנהם; ליתא IAC RAK[ ראית; באן IAC RAK[ באני 61 ב01
 ליתא IAC RAK[ פיאל; ליתא IAC RAK[ מין; טבקאת IAC RAK[ תבאת 1 א11
 ליתא IAC RAK[ האדה מענה ואיש ﭏסכَץ זﭏךּ להא 2 א11
 ליתא IAC RAK[ אל יאייהו פימתעלם תבאת ﭏשבאע 3 א11
 RAK[ ללנוסארה; טבקא IAC טבקה RAK[ תבאה; אוול IAC אול RAK[ אוﭏ; ליתא IAC RAK[ באן סכَץ 4 א11
 וﭏכופ  אר ללגאחדין IAC נצארהלל
[ ﭏאֵימה; ליתא IAC[ ביום; ללמכ  ﭏפ  ין IAC יוכפרו ללדי RAK[ יכפרו ללדי; טבקא IAC טבקה RAK[ תבאה 5 א11
 ותאלת IAC תﭏת RAK[ ותﭏת; ליתא IAC ﭏקיאמה RAK
 תחיית פ  י רויכפ ֗ לﭏד  י IAC וﭏסוחרא ללמנג  מין RAK[ וﭏסוחרה ללמנגמין; טבקא IAC טבקה RAK[ תבאה 6 א11
 ראבע RAK[ וראבע; המתים
 IAC בﭏלה RAK[ ברה; ללמנגמין IAC ללמושרכין RAK[ 831ללמוסכין; טבקא IAC טבקה RAK[ תבאה 7 א11
 וכ  אמס IAC כ  אמס RAK[ וכَאמיש; ליתא IAC RAK[ ע״ו ס״ו; ליתא
 מושרכין IAC וﭏצולבאן ﭏאצנאם יעבדו ללדי RAK[ ﭏאצנאם יעבדו ללדי; טבקא IAC טבקה RAK[ תבאה 8 א11
֗וסאדס IAC ליתא RAK[ וסאתית; ס״ו בﭏלה
 
 dna ,mannahaJ nees evah I .siht wonK“ :mih ot dias neht lluks ehT ”?mannahaJ ]…[
 fo gninaem eht si tahW“ :dias nam eht oS ”.rehto eht evoba eno ,slevel neves sah ti
 eht ,snaitsirhC eht rof si level tsrif ehT .nam O ,siht wonk dluohs uoY“ ”?slevel eseht
 krow ohw esoht rof driht eht ,noitcerruseR fo yaD eht egelircas ohw esoht rof dnoces
 rehto yna pihsrow ohw esoht rof si level htrof eht dna ,cigam kcalb dna srats htiw
 ohw esoht rof si level htfif ehT .eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,ythgimlA doG naht











































 יקמין֗ברה֗ס״ו֗ע״ו֗ומה֗יפעל֗סי֗רוצ  ה
 ויאייהו֗ﭏסכَץ֗לו֗נדארת֗עדאב֗גהנאם






[ וסאבע; זרה עבודה יעבדי לﭏד  י IAC ליתא RAK[ ע״ו ס״ו יקמין ללמה; טבקא IAC ליתא RAK[ תבאה 9 א11
 סאבע IAC RAK
[ ללמה והי; ג  הינם IAC RAK[ גהנאם; והיא IAC והי RAK[ הי וﭏלדי; טבקא IAC ליתא RAK[ תבאה 01 א11
 לם לﭏד  י IAC מא ללדי RAK
 RAK[ ומה; תועﭏה IAC תע׳ RAK[ ע״ו ס״ו; בﭏלה IAC RAK[ ברה; יאמנו IAC יאמן RAK[ יקמין 11 א11
 רצ  אה IAC רוצ  אה RAK[ רוצ  ה; ליתא IAC שי RAK[ סי; יפ  עלו IAC[ יפעל; ולא IAC ומא
 IAC נצ  רת לו RAK; נדארת לו; ﭏסﭏ IAC ﭏסאיל RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; אייוהא יא IAC איהו ויא RAK[ ויאייהו 21 א11
 יכפ  יהום ס״ו ﭏלה גהינם IAC ﭏא שרהא ויכפיכום ﭏמוכפינא הו ﭏלה ג  הינם RAK[ גהנאם; עד  אב IAC[ עדאב; ליתא
 ;לא שרהא ויכפ  ינא
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ארה; דמאً IAC ׅדֵמא RAK[ דמה; עוואץ ֗ עליהום IAC  עואץ ֗ עליהום RAK;  עואץ ֗ 31 א11
 בוקעת IAC RAK[ בוקיעת; והיא IAC[ והי; 931ליתא IAC RAK[ סרהא ויכפיכום מכפינה הו 41 א11
 ﭏעדאב וארצ  הא רוצוץ RAK[ חדיד; סדרהא IAC צ  הרהא RAK[ דהרהא; לעניהא IAC לענה RAK[ ﭏלענה 51 א11
 ופ  י ﭏעד  אב וארצ  הא רוצאץ IAC
[ נאר; אהלהא RAK[ ואהלהא; ﭏט  ולאם IAC ﭏט  ﭏמין RAK[ זאלמין; וצטהא IAC ווצטהא RAK[ וסוטהא 61 א11
 ליתא IAC כלוהם RAK[ ?הם?וכלו; ﭏנאר מ֒תל IAC ארﭏנ מתל RAK
֗
 ,eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,ythgimlA doG ni eveileb ton od ohw esoht rof level ]…[
 doG ni eveileb ton od ohw esoht rof si ,mannahaJ si hcihw ,level htneves eht dna
 ,nam O .lliw s’doG ot gnidrocca tca ton od dna ,eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,ythgimlA
 naht rehtar doolb deirc evah dluow uoy ,mannahaJ fo erutrot eht nees dah uoy fi
 dna esruc fo niats eht si hcihw ,live sti morf yawa uoy dna su speek doG .sraet
 eht si eciov stI .nori fo edam elddim eht dna ,reppoc fo si lleH fo dne ehT .noitarcexe








































                                              
ﭏלה הו ﭏמוכפינא ויכפיכום  :ylevitcepser ,IAC dna RAK htob ni )21 ,a11 ees( evoba dnuof si trap gnidnopserroc ehT 931















 ועלי נאר ימינהום ועלי נאר וכ  לפהום נאר ופוקהום נאר ותחתהום RAK[ יסארהו<..> ועלה נאר ימנהום ועלה 1 ב11
 יסארהום ועלה נאר וכ  לפ  הום נאר פ  וקהום פ  וקהום IAC יסארהום
 מן ויזעקו IAC ויזעקו RAK[ ויזעי<..>; 041ליתא IAC RAK[ נאר ותחתהום נאר ופוקהום 2 ב11
 וטורשית IAC RAK[ ?ת?וטורסי; יסקיהום IAC RAK[ ישקיהום; אחד IAC[ אחדן; ﭏעטש IAC RAK[ ללעטאס 3 ב11
; עניהום IAC עיניהום RAK[ עינהום; ועמיית IAC RAK[ ועמית; אוודאנהום IAC אודאנהום RAK[ אודנהום 4 ב11
 ובוטלת IAC טלת?י?וב RAK[ יתובותר
; והום IAC[ תאריהום; ורג  ליהום IAC RAK[ ולגליהום; אייאדיהום IAC איאדיהום RAK[ איידהום 5 ב11
 נאדמין IAC נאדמאני RAK[ <..>?מי?נד
 RAK[ ﭏנדאם; פ  ידהום בקא IAC[ ינפעהום; פ  עלו IAC עלאה<..> RAK[ אפעלהום; ?עלי? RAK[ עלה 6 ב11
 ﭏנדם IAC
֗עליהום֗IAC֗RAK֗[<..>?ו?עליה֗;מתווכלין IAC[ ﭏמתוכלין; ﭏד  י IAC[ להום; עדם ﭏ בעד IAC[ בשי 7 ב11
[ כונתו; כ  איינין IAC[ כَאינין; צרתו IAC RAK[ סרתו; מנין᷉א IAC ֵאְמׅנין RAK[ אמנין; כונתום IAC[ כונת 8 ב11
 כונתום IAC
 ליתא IAC כונתו RAK[ כונת; צרתו IAC RAK [סרתו; מצתורין IAC ומסתורין RAK[ מסטורין 9 ב11
[ ויאהל ;ליתא IAC[ מחבוסין; ליתא IAC 141צרתו RAK[ סרתו; ליתא IAC מטלוקין RAK[ מתלוקין 01 ב11
 אהל ויא IAC RAK
 
 erif dna meht evoba erif ,tfel rieht no erif dna thgir rieht no erif si erehT .erif ]…[
 gnihtyna meht gnivig si eno on dna ,tsriht ni gnimaercs era yehT .meht htaenrednu
 dna sdnah rieht ,dnilb emoceb evah seye rieht ,faed emoceb evah srae riehT .knird ot
 ton seod ssenllufterger eht dna ,sdeed rieht rof lufterger kool yeht dna ,fo tuc era teef
 uoy neht dna efas erew uoY :gniyas era lleH rof dengissa slegna ehT .tib eno meht pleh
 emaceb dna eerf erew uoy ,decargsid emaceb dna detcetorp erew uoy ,delsim emaceb



































                                              
ותחתהום נאר ופוקהום נאר  :ylevitcepser ,IAC dna RAK htob ni )1 ,b11 ees( evoba dnuof si trap gnidnopserroc ehT 041
  נאר וכ  לפ  הום נאר פ  וקהום ;  נאר וכ  לפהום

















 טועאם IAC טעם RAK[ טוע<..>; ומא IAC RAK[ ומה; ליתא IAC RAK[ גיר מאלכום 11 ב11
 הומן ﭏא IAC ג  ירכום RAK[ גירכום; ומא IAC RAK[ ומה; ﭏנאר ﭏא IAC RAK[ !ﭏנא!גיר 21 ב11
 אספל פי שירשהא RAK[ ורסהא; שגרא ﭏלה IAC שג  רה ﭏי RAK[ הלשגר; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ 31 ב11
 ג  צונהא וראוס וראוס פ  ﭏסמא וג  צונהא ﭏארץ ֗ אספ  ל פ  י גדרהא IAC ג  צונהא ורוס ﭏסמא פי וג  צונהא ﭏארץ ֗
 241ליתא IAC RAK[ פיאספאל והי; ﭏשייאטין IAC ﭏשיאטין RAK[ ﭏסייטין; רוס IAC RAK[ ראס; מ֒תל IAC[ מתל 41 ב11
 341ליתא IAC RAK[ שמה פיﭏ וגוסנהא ﭏסאפלין 51 ב11
; וﭏעטש ﭏג  וע IAC RAK[ ﭏגוע; מן IAC RAK[ מין; ג  ושית פ  י IAC פג  ושית RAK[ גוסת פימה 61 ב11
 יטעמוני IAC RAK[ <..>?נ?יעטו
 RAK[ אל; למ֒ת֗ IAC ליתא RAK[ מין אמר; ﭏמור IAC RAK[ מור והו; ֒תמרהא IAC[ תמרהא; מן IAC RAK[ מין 71 ב11
 ﭏ IAC ליתא
 להום פקולת IAC RAK[ פיקולתלהום; ליתא IAC RAK[ וﭏחנצ  ר; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏסקוטרי; ליתא RAK[ עלקם 1 א21
 מא֗RAK[ זﭏךּ; יסקוני IAC יבקוני RAK[ אסקוני; וכאנו IAC כאנו RAK[ פימה; מסקוני RAK[ אסקוני 2 א21
 אתנתר סקוניא IAC אנתתר אסקוני RAK[ אתנתר; א<..> IAC
 ולחם לחמי IAC  דלךּ ובעד בדני מן ג  לודי ואתקטעת וג  הי לחם RAK[ ﭏגלד ידוב זﭏךּ ובעד עלייה מין גלדי 3 א21
 ד  ﭏךּ ובעד לחמי עלה מן גלודי ואתקטעת וגהי
 
 dna ,erif tub uoy rof doof on si ereht ,eriF gnizalb eht tub uoy rof gnihton si ereht ]…[
 saw pot hcihw eert a ot em koot yeht ,taht retfA .uoy tub lleH rof doowerif on si ereht
 gnihcaer sehcnarb sti htiw wol eht fo tsewol eht ni gnidnats ,slived eht fo daeh eht
 ylbirroh sti morf em def yeht dna ,regnuh fo tuo ecneicsnoc ym tsol I .yks eht ot pu
 ot meht deksa I .htnycoloc dna kcolmeh suonosiop ’setarcoS sa rettib ,stiurf rettib
 ,ffo gnillaf detrats niks ym ,taht retfA .ton did yeht tub ,knird ot gnihtemos em evig




































                                              
 .IAC dna RAK htob ni )31 ,b11 ees( evoba dnuof si trap gnidnopserroc ehT 241
 ; ﭏארץ ֗ וג  צונהא פי ﭏסמא :ylevitcepser ,IAC dna RAK htob ni )31 ,b11 ees( evoba dnuof si trap gnidnopserroc ehT 341














 ויג  דד ﭏג  לד יתקטע דלךּ בעד אול כאן מא מתל תאני ג  לד ﭏלה ג  דד RAK[ לקני כדה מרא ﭏף ס״ו גירו ויגדד 4 א21
 ג  ירו ויתגדד ﭏגלד יתקטע ד  ﭏךּ ובעד אוול כאן מא מ֒תל גלדי ס״ו ﭏחק גדד IAC; איני לחתא כדא 441מרא֗יעמלו ﭏף ג  ירו
 אקדם לחתה כד  ה ויעמלו מרה ﭏפ ֗ ג  איית ﭏה
 קﭏו IAC קﭏולי RAK[ אלו; ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; עלי RAK[ עלה֗;541׳אתבת֗RAK֗[אתבת 5 א21
[ אדרת; לם פ  י IAC[ פליס; נאר ﭏ IAC[ ﭏנאר; האד  ה IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; עלי IAC[ עלה; לי RAK[ לי 6 א21
 קדרת IAC RAK
 ונעלוני חדיד IAC[ ﭏנאר; מן IAC RAK[ ןמי; לי פג  אבו IAC RAK[ גאבולי פימה 7 א21
[ נעל אל; בהאד  ה IAC בהדא RAK[ בהאדה; אתנעל IAC אנתעל IAK[ אתנעיל; וקﭏו IAC RAK[ ואלו 8 א21
 ﭏנעל IAC RAK
 מן יא IAC RAK[ יאמין; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏנאר זﭏךּ עלה; אמשי IAC RAK[ אמסי 9 א21
 IAC RAK[ נדארת; מן יא IAC RAK[ ימין; ﭏאהךּ IAC את״ע RAK[ ﭏלהךּ; ליתא IAC עלי RAK[ עלה 01 א21
 נצ  רת
 RAK[ בﭏכَייאנה; ג  ירךּ IAC[ ﭏנאס; חרים IAC לחארים RAK[ לחארים; ליתא IAC בעיניךּ RAK[ בעינךּ 11 א21
 בﭏכ  יאנה
; למﭏ IAC RAK[ למאל; ידךּ IAC RAK[ יאדךּ; מדית IAC RAK[ מדאת; מן יא IAC RAK[ יאמין 21 א21
 ג  ירךּ IAC RAK[ ﭏנאס
 לא מן יא IAC 641מן יא אעטאךּ מא עלי את״ע שכרת לם מן יא RAK[ יאמין ﭏאחראר בחר רטמת ימין 31 א21
 מא יא אעטאךּ מא עלה תועﭏה ﭏלה שכרת
 
 ,semit dnasuoht a niaga revo dna revo siht detaeper ,eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,doG
 otni petS :dias yeht ,siht retfA .taht ekil tsuj ,snis ym rof em hsinup dna ,em dloh ot
 :em dlot dna nori fo seohs em thguorb yeht oS .retne ot elba ton saw I tuB .semalf eht
 ,uoY .doG ruoy yebo ton did ohw uoy O ,semalf eht otni pets ,woN .no seohs eseht ekaT
 eht morf elots ohw ,elpoep tnevref eht layarteb dna seye nwo ruoy htiw dessentiw ohw





































                                              
 .nigram tfel eht ni nettirw si מקדר 441
 !ciS 541
















[ כסארת; ליתא IAC מן יא RAK[ יאמין; ליתא IAC לבטנךּ RAK[ בטנךּ; ליתא IAC דכ  לת RAK[ דכَﭏת 41 א21
 כסרת מן יא ﭏאחראר בחר לטמת IAC כסרת מן יא ﭏאחראר בחר לטמת RAK
 ורבהוﭏג ֗ ﭏמסכין ﭏנאס IAC וﭏג  ורבה ﭏמסאכין ﭏנאס RAK[ וﭏגורבה וﭏפוקרה ﭏמסאכין 51 א21
 RAK[ סכרת לם יאמין; אם?י?וﭏאיית וﭏאראמל IAC איתאם ואל וﭏאראמיל RAK[ וﭏאראמיל וﭏאיתם 61 א21
֗741ליתא IAC
 אייהו יא ותעלם IAC יא ותעלם RAK[ ויאייהו; 841ליתא IAC RAK[ אעטאךּ מא עלה ס״ו ארה 1 ב21
 ﭏאנסאן פ  יהא ינזל גהינם ?י?ג  ומק IAC סנה ﭏף ג  הינם ג  ומק RAK[ גהנהם; ﭏאנסאן IAC אנסאן RAK[ ﭏסכَץ 2 ב21
 צוטהא IAC RAK[ סוטהא; וינסמע IAC RAK[ תסמע; ﭏקראר יחצל למא סנה ﭏפ ֗
 ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; סנה IAC RAK[ שנה; בעיד RAK[ בועד; מן IAC RAK[ מין 3 ב21
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ופוקו נאר תחתו; גבל ﭏה IAC ג  בל ﭏי RAK[ לגבﭏ 4 ב21
; כאנו RAK[ וכאנו; מן IAC RAK[ מין; וﭏואדי נאר ותחתו IAC ואדי תחתו RAK[ פיואדי רנא 5 ב21
 יעד  בוני IAC[ <..>?נ?יעדבו
 IAC דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ; סמע IAC RAK[ שמע; למא פ  י IAC; פלמא RAK[ פילמה; פיה IAC RAK[ פי 6 ב21
 ד  ﭏךּ IAC דלךּ RAK[ דאלךּ; ﭏשכ  ץ IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; ד  ﭏךּ
 
 ,sregnarts dna elbaresim ,roop fo straeh eht dehsurc ohw ,neddibrof eht knard dna eta ]…[
 eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,doG knaht ton did ohw ,uoy O .swodiw eht dna snahpro eht fo
 mannahaJ fo dnuos eht raeh nac uoy taht ,nam O ,siht wonK .uoy evag eH tahw rof ,eH
 a ni ,erif lla saw taht niatnuom a ni em tup yehT .sraey dnasuoht fo ecnatsid a morf
 gnihsinup detrats yeht dna ,erif saw evoba dna erif saw htaenrednU .nori fo yellav




































                                              
 ; יא מן לם שכרת :ylevitcepser ,IAC dna RAK htob ni )31 ,a21 ees( שנםהק evoba dnuof si trap gnidnopserroc ehT 741
  שכרת לא מן יא
 את״ע עלי מא אעטאךּ :ylevitcepser ,IAC dna RAK htob ni )31 ,a21 ees( שנםהק evoba dnuof si trap gnidnopserroc ehT 841















֗;פ  יהום נטקת ﭏד  י כולהא IAC בהום נטקת ﭏדי כולהא RAK[ מין אדעה פימה; ﭏאמור IAC RAK[ דלקומור 7 ב21
 ﭏגמגמה֗IAC֗RAK֗[ﭏגמגמ<..>
; אלית IAC עליהא RAK[ וגהו עלה; ג  ושי IAC RAK[ גושי; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ; וקע IAC[ וכאן 8 ב21
 פלמא IAC RAK[ פילמה
[ בוכי; ליתא IAC RAK[ פימה; ג  שוותו IAC ג  שוותהי RAK[ גושתי; מן IAC RAK[ מין; פ  אק IAC[ אפאק 9 ב21
 בוכא IAC בוֵכא RAK[ בוכה; ﭏשכ  ץ ד  ﭏךּ בכי IAC שכ  ץ דלךּ בוכ  י RAK
 IAC RAK[ שרקה; אלית IAC RAK[ וסורוק; עט  ים IAC שדיד RAK[ סדיד; ליתא IAC RAK[ אין 01 ב21
 תאני ג  ושי ועאד IAC תאני ג  ושית ושאוודת RAK[ תאני; עט  ימה IAC RAK[ עזימה; ושהק
 גושתו; מן IAC RAK[ מין; פ  אק IAC אפקת RAK[ אפאק; פלמא IAC RAK[ פילמה; ליתא IAC[ מרה 11 ב21
 ;ג  שוותו IAC ג  שותי RAK[ הו
 ﭏג  מג  מה איהו יא RAK[ לאדר ﭏגמגמה יאייהו; להו קﭏת IAC קולת RAK[ פיﭏ; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ 21 ב21
 לקד ﭏגמגמה אייוהא יא קﭏ גהנם עד  אב מן ויכפ  יהום יכפ  ינא יכפ  ינא ס״ו ﭏלה ﭏסאיל איהו יא IAC לקד
 לי IAC חיאה לי RAK[ ליחייה; בקא IAC RAK[ בקה; ולא IAC[ ולם; סליתי IAC סולית RAK[ סלית 31 ב21
 ליתא IAC RAK[ פי; חייה
[ יועצו; לﭏד  י IAC ללדי RAK[ מין; האד  ה IAC הדא RAK[ האדה; להו פקﭏת IAC לה פקﭏת RAK[ ﭏת 41 ב21
 יעצא IAC יועצא RAK
; יפעל IAC שי יפעל RAK[ שי יפעﭏ; ולם IAC ולא RAK[ ולה; ﭏלה IAC ﭏלה עלי RAK[ רבהו עלה 51 ב21
 רוצ  אה IAC RAK[ רוצ  ה
 יא IAC יא RAK[ יאייהו; ﭏדונייה דור פ  י ליסעה IAC ﭏדניא דאר RAK[ ﭏדונייה דאר ;והוא IAC[ והו 61 ב21
 אייהו
 
 eh nehW .ecneicsnoc sih tsol eh ,tuoba mih gnillet saw lluks eht taht sgniht ]…[
 nam eht nehW .niaga duol tuo deirc dna tpew eh ,ssensuoicsnocnu sih morf derevocer
 dellup luos ym dah ylurt evah I ,lluks O“ :dias eh ,ssensuoicsnocnu sih morf derevocer
 eno eht rof si siht llA“ :dias lluks eht oS ”.eromyna em rof efil on si ereht dna ,tuo





















































 IAC RAK[ ﭏגלד; יחתרק כאן IAC RAK[ יחטרק; מא IAC RAK[ מה; ﭏשכ  ץ IAC שכ  ץ RAK[ ﭏסכَץ 1 א31
 גלד לי יגדד ס״ות ﭏלה כאן IAC ג  לד לי וג  דד את״ע כאן RAK[ יגדיד; ג  לדי
 חתא IAC חתי RAK[ חתה; ליתא IAC RAK[ מולכהו פי ס״ו וה מרה ﭏף; ג  ירו IAC RAK[ גירו 2 א31
 ﭏעד  אב IAC ﭏעדאב RAK[ ﭏעזאב; ד  ﭏךּ IAC הדא RAK[ האדה; עלי RAK[ עלה; אקדר IAC RAK[ לאני 3 א31
 לאן IAC RAK[ אין; ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏסכَץ יאייהו ותעלם 4 א31
 חיאת RAK[ חייאת; מלייאן IAC מלאן RAK[ ומלין; ג  הינם IAC RAK[ גהנאם 5 א31
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ואפעאלי זנובי כותר ומין; עקארב IAC ועקארב RAK[ ועקרב 6 א31
 ליתא IAC RAK[ ﭏתאבות האדה; פיה IAC RAK[ פי; וכאנו IAC RAK[ כאנו 7 א31
 IAC ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏלדי; וﭏשיטאן IAC RAK[ ﭏסייטין; ליתא IAC RAK[ וייה; ליתא IAC אנא RAK[ אנה 8 א31
 כאן IAC RAK[ כאנו; יﭏד ֗
 RAK[ דונייה אל; דאר פי IAC RAK[ פידאר; עלייא IAC RAK[ עלייה; מווכל IAC RAK[ מתוכלין 9 א31
 ﭏדונייה IAC ﭏדניא
 פי RAK[ פיהאדה; ותמית IAC RAK[ תמית; וג  ירו IAC RAK[ וגירו; ויג  וויני IAC וני!ג ֗!וי RAK[ ויגוני 01 א31
 ד  ﭏךּ פ  י IAC דלךּ
 סנה IAC RAK[ שנה ;٢٤ מודת IAC ועושרין ארבעה RAK[ ועשרין ארבעה 11 א31
 
 ,semit dnasuoht a siht staeper eH ,niks ruoy snrub eH nehw emit yreve ,nam ]…[
 .reve rof dehsinup dna dleh eb ot ,modgnik siH ni detlaxE dna deifirolG eb eH yam
 htiw dellif niffoc gib a si ereht mannahaJ fo yellav eht ni ,nam O ,siht wonk dnA
 ,niffoc taht ni eil em edam yeht ,snis ym fo tnuoma eht rof dnA .snoiprocs dna sekans
 dna yartsa og em edam yehT .htraE no em rof dengissa ,slived eht htiw rehtegot em



























































 מן IAC RAK[ האדה מין; אנפ  כית IAC אנפכית RAK[ ס״ו ארה פכיני; ד  ﭏךּ IAC  דלךּ RAK[ זﭏךּ 21 א31
[ ﭏלדי; אסמו יתבארךּ תועﭏה ﭏלה סובחאן IAC את״ע פסבחאן RAK[ ס״ו ארה באזן; ﭏעד  אב IAC[ בדאﭏע 31 א31
 ﭏעד  אב ד  ﭏךּ מן פ  כאני IAC ﭏעדאב דלךּ מן פכני RAK[ פכיני; ﭏד  י IAC ﭏדי RAK
[ עלה; אגאוובךּ IAC אג  אובךּ RAK[ אגובךּ; אן IAC איני RAK[ לאני; לחתא IAC לחתי RAK[ חתה 41 א31
 מא IAC RAK[ מה; עלי RAK
 RAK[ מה; כמא IAC RAK[ כמה; ליתא IAC RAK[ מני ותותרוב מני; סאלתני IAC סﭏתני RAK[ תסﭏ 51 א31
 ליתא IAC
 IAC צלטנתי RAK[ סרטנתי; ליתא IAC RAK[ ופיחﭏ ﭏדוניה; חאל פ  י סאבק IAC חﭏ פי RAK[ פיחﭏ 1 ב31
 צלתנתי
; ﭏד  י IAC ﭏדי RAK[ ﭏלדי; עסאכר וﭏ IAC וﭏעסאכר RAK[ וﭏעסכאר; וסעאדתי IAC RAK[ וסעדתי 2 ב31
 ליתא IAC[ כאנו
[ ואכَרתי; קודאמי IAC קודאמי֗RAK[ ?ו?קודמ; ליתא CIA ימשו RAK[ וימשו; ליתא IAC RAK[ חוﭏלייה 3 ב31
 ליתא IAC
 ולא IAC[ ולם; עלי RAK[ עלה; מרמי IAC RAK[ מרמייה 4 ב31
 פ  עאיילו IAC פעאיל RAK[ פעאילאת; ﭏא IAC RAK[ ﭏה; כ  רה᷉א פ  ﭏ IAC[ ﭏאכَרה פי 5 ב31
 IAC וﭏצדקאת וﭏסדקאת RAK[ דקאתוﭏס; ליתא IAC וﭏחסנאת RAK[ וﭏחסאנת; ﭏטייבה IAC[ ﭏכَיראת 6 ב31
 מעא RAK[ מעה; וﭏצדקאת
 
 eht yB .erutrot eht morf eerf em tes ,eH eb detlaxE dna deifirolG ,doG ,taht retfA ]…[
 os tnemhsinup morf eerf em tes eH ,detlaxE dna deifirolG eH eb ,doG fo noissimrep
 evah I woh rewsna oT .em morf tseuqer dna ksa thgim uoy tahw rewsna yam I taht
 gnidnuorrus seimra eht tuoba ,ssenippah ym ni ,ngier ym ni ,htraE no efil eht ni neeb
 eht fo ecaf eht no gnulf saw I efil ym fo syad tsal eht nI .em fo tnorf ni gnihcram ,em
 sdeed ,snoitca gnivol dna doog tpecxe yad tsal eht no naM pleh lliw gnihtoN .dnuorg













































 ננהמין֗פצ  לו֗ומין֗אחסנו֗אין֗יעי
 עלה֗וקתנה֗ועלה֗טלוע֗רוחנה










[ וﭏ; וﭏפוקרא IAC RAK[ וﭏפוקרה; וﭏאייתאם IAC RAK[ וﭏאיתם; ﭏאראמל IAC RAK[ ﭏקראמיר 7 ב31
 ליתא IAC ואל RAK
 ואפ  עﭏו וﭏמסאכין IAC ְלָפֶניךָ ְוָהַלאך ﭏנץ קﭏ כמא RAK[ לפניך והלאך ﭏנאס כמה; וﭏמסאכין IAC[ מסאכין 8 ב31
 לפניך והלך ﭏנץ קﭏ כמא ﭏٔאכ  רה דאר פ  י קובﭏו תסלוךּ ﭏתי היא ﭏגיידה
[ נסﭏ; רצון IAC! פךסיא RAK[ יאספךּ; יהי IAC RAK[ יהוה; כן אמן IAC[ כבוד; צדקיךּ IAC[ צדקך 9 ב31
 941ענאני נסים כאתבהא IAC נסﭏ RAK
 יעיננא את״ע מן RAK[ יעיננה אין אחסנו ומין פצ  לו מין 01 ב31
 ﭏרוח RAK[ רוחנה; וטלוע RAK[ טלוע; ﭏלקא RAK[ ועלה; וקת RAK[ וקתנה; עלי RAK[ להע 11 ב31
 וט  למתו RAK[ וזראמתו; ליתא RAK[ כסדנה מין 21 ב31
 ויסכננא RAK[ וישכנה; עלינא RAK[ עלינה; וישפק RAK[ ויספק 31 ב31
 אנביא אל מעא[ ﭏאולייה מעה חיים; ﭏנעים ג  נאן RAK[ ﭏהים גנעדן 41 ב31
 לאג  סאדנא RAK[ לכסדנה; ארואחנא RAK[ ארוחנה; ויעאוד RAK[ ויעוד; וﭏצﭏחין RAK[ ﭏצראחין 51 ב31
 השיבנו ﭏנץ קﭏ כמא RAK[ השיבאנו ﭏנאץ כמה; ﭏזמן קדים פי כאן מא כמתל RAK[ תאני בל 1 א41
 חדש RAK[ חדאש; אליך RAK[ ﭏיכَה; יהי RAK[ יהוה 2 א41
 
 yht dnA :sdaer txeT eht ekil tsuj ,detaf-lli eht dna roop ,snahpro ,swodiw ]…[
 ksa eW 051.drawerer yht eb llahs droL eht fo yrolg eht ;eeht erofeb og llahs ssensuoethgir
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 eH yaM .ssenkrad dna ssenworran s’evarg eht dna sluos ’seidob ruo morf noitcerruser
 rehtegot ,doG evil gnol ,nedE fo nedraG eht ni llewd su tel dna ,su no ycrem evah
 ekil tsuj ,niaga  seidob ruo ni sluos ruo etatsnier dna ,srehtaferof suoethgir eht htiw
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14א 3 ונאמי כםדא [KAR כםדק !ונימי ;תאלמכ [KAR תלמכ151 
 
[...] days as of old.152 The End. Honesty, mind and spirit, a family member in his 
eternal home, it is written to you. I am Yeshua ben Yosef Jerusalemite, Elisha 



































                                              
151 KAR ends here. 
152 Lam. 5.21 (from the King James Bible). 
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Chapter 5: Linguistic analysis 
In this chapter, a selection of the grammar of three (written) Judaeo-Arabic versions of 
Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma, with special attention to the differences between the Jewish written and 
spoken varieties on one side, and the standard (predominantly Muslim) varieties on the 
other side, is presented. In particular, the Judaeo-Arabic non-standard varieties Middle 
Arabic (MA), Non-Standard Cairene (NStC) and spoken Egyptian Jewish Arabic (EgJA) are 
distinguished from the standard varieties Standard Arabic (StA) and Standard Cairene (StC). 
Special attention is given to the spoken features found in the manuscripts. 
I have singled out a number phenomena pertaining to each variety in cases where that has 
been possible; some are uniquely characteristic of two or more of the varieties, while other 
possess exclusive and visible affiliation to only one variety. StA is predominantly used as the 
model to which StC and the non-standard varieties (NStC and MA) are compared, but in 
some cases StC is also used for this purpose, in order to point out differences between the 
standard spoken variety StC on one side, and NStC (and its EgJA variety) on the other side. 
5.1 Orthography and phonology 
In this section, the purpose is to identify and address different orthographical and 
phonological features found in the three manuscripts. The cases where they deviate from 
each other, as well as in the cases where they deviate from the standard written or spoken 
normative are outlined. 
5.1.1 Judaeo Arabic orthography 
Before going into the phonology of the three manuscripts, there are some important pre-
liminary considerations that should be taken into account, regarding JA orthography. Other 
relevant JA orthographic features are presented in chapter 5.1.4. 
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5.1.1.1 Judaeo Arabic transliteration: Conventional Arabic vs. phonetic spelling 
Many texts written in JA, especially earlier texts, are simply mirroring Arabic orthography, 
transliterated in its Hebrew equivalent, letter by letter, thus adhering to the rules of StA 
writing conventions. In cases as such, the JA rasm (the ‘skeleton’ of the word) 
orthographically resembles its StA equivalent rasm as closely as possible.153 On the topic, 
Khan notes that “in the later Judaeo-Arabic Genizah documents, the language has made a 
break with this [early] orthographic tradition and in general represents directly, with an 
essentially Rabbinic Hebrew type of orthography, the way the writers were pronouncing the 
language” (2006:39), adding that if the writer e.g. pronounced the 3rd person masculine 
singular suffix in the word he was writing with its vernacular form -u, he would represent 
this by -w in the orthography, e.g. ותומ mawtu ‘his death’ instead of the StA conventional -h, 
התומ. In the following paragraphs, we will see that the three manuscripts apply a written 
style close to this Rabbinic Hebrew type of orthography, or to what we may refer to as 
phonetic spelling.154 In his paper on early phonetic JA spelling, Hopkins (2004:236) uses the 
lexeme براضلا to illustrate some of the characteristics associated with JA phonetic spelling: 
The lām of the definite article is not written (as it is not pronounced), and since ḍ does not 
exist in Hebrew script (at least not in the earlier orthographic tradition),155 it is occasionally 
represented by other interdentals e.g. d. The length of vowels are not always marked in 
Hebrew, i.e. scriptio plena and defectiva (marked long vowels and unmarked short vowels) 
are not applied. In fact, employment of matres lectionis is somewhat arbitrary throughout, 
                                              
153 In this connection, see e.g. Saadia Gaon’s (882-942 C.E.) JA translation of the Pentateuch (Gen. 37:1):  ןכסו
בוקעי יפ דלב אנכס יפ דלב ןאענכ  كسون بوقعي يف دلب ىنكس هيبأ يف دلب ناعنك . Here, the JA version is completely mirroring StA 
writing conventions. 
154 According to Hary (1992), this is typical of Late Egyptian JA orthography. 
155 In traditional JA (predominantly after Saadia Gaon’s translations), it is marked, like in Arabic, with a Hebrew 
ṣade with a dot. 
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thus yielding several possibilities of how to spell براضلا when spelled phonetically: ברדא  ~
ביראדא  ~בירדא  ~בראדא . 
5.1.1.2 Personal orthographic style (Schreiberschule) 
Although being from the same place and period of time, each of the scribes seems to have 
their own personal, standardized orthographic style (Schreiberschule), which is applied in a 
very consistent manner. Below, one comparison is made to illustrate the point, in this 
particular case in the scribes’ different rendering of ᵓalif maqṣūra bi-ṣūrati l-yāᵓ:156 
KAR  יﭏ  ‘to’;  ילע   ‘on’ 
GAM הﭏ  ‘to’;  הלע  ‘on’ 
CAI  הﭏ; אﭏ  ‘to’;   הלע  ‘on’ 
Determining each individual scribe’s Schreiberschule is important. One of many reasons for 
this is that it makes decoding of difficult parts of the manuscript easier, allowing us inter alia 
to determine the pronunciation of certain words according to the way they are written. For 
example, it is very likely that יסומ (KAR 6b, 3) should be pronounced mūsā (with an ā, not 
with ᵓimāla, even though the two other manuscripts probably reads mōšē [GAM 9b, 14; CAI 
12b, 3]),157 because the letter yāᵓ is consistently appearing in the place of ᵓalif maqṣūra 
throughout the KAR manuscript.158 Another, highly interesting example of personal 
orthographic style is found in GAM, where the scribe’s individually standardized style has 
resulted in the use of r in the place of emphatic l, (e.g. הלﭏ > הרא ‘God’) which will be 
discussed in detail below (in chapter 5.2.2.14). 
                                              
156 Hary’s examples from the Megillah, written in Later Egyptian JA orthography also points to a strong notion of 
Schreiberschule pertaining to each individual scribe (1992:97). 
157 A discussion on this follows in chapter 5.4.5. 




Phonetic realization of NStC (or EgJA) sounds are to a large extent identical to that of StC; 
there are at least no previous studies on the variety indicating a difference as such.159 The JA 
phonemes and their Latin equivalents used in this paper, however, needs to be explained. 
Since we are dealing with three written manuscripts from the same time and place, the 
inventory of consonant phonemes is very similar in GAM, KAR and CAI. Therefore, I have 
used a single set of Latin symbols for all three. The Hebrew alphabet consists of only 22 
graphemes, whereas Arabic consists of 28. Therefore, JA makes use of a number of slightly 
modified Hebrew graphemes, usually supplied with signs (usually one, two or three dots, or 
a stroke) above or beneath the grapheme (as shown in the table below). It is important to 
note that even though some graphemes are intended to yield a different phonemic 
representation, they do not always differ in shape (this typically concerns palatalized and 
non-palatalized ת and ד). In the following analysis, the graphemes have been transcribed 







                                              




     t ת   k כ q ק   ᵓ א 
b ב   d ד           
      j ג  ֗ג         
f פ ṯ    ֗֒ת ת s ס ש š ש ס x כ  ֗כ َכ   ḥ ח h ה 
  ḏ    ד  ֗ד z ז   ġ ג  ֗ג  ֗ג   ᶜ ע   
    ṭ ט           
    ḍ  ֗צ           
    ṣ צ           
    ẓ  ֗ט  ֗צ           
m מ   n נ           
    l ל           
    r ר           
w ו     y י         
 
5.1.2.1 tafxīm and tarqīq 
One of the most striking features found in the three manuscripts, is what may be referred to 
as tafxīm ‘emphasis, pharyngealization’, more precisely ‘suprasegmental spread of 
emphasis’.160 The process of tarqīq stands for the opposite of tafxīm, namely a ‘de-emphasis, 
de-pharyngealization’ or a ‘diluting’ of an already emphatic sound. In the case of tafxīm or 
                                              
160 In the case of tafxīm, we see that one common feature, constricted pharynx, may be used to represent all the 
different sets of the same phenomenon which are found in each language (notably pharyngealization, 
velarization, lowering and backing [or absence of fronting], glottalization, absence of aspiration, additional 




tarqīq, sounds are partly affected by their environment by emphasis, as a result of an 
additional articulation of the ‘usual’ sounds, by velarization and pharyngealization. Such 
juxtaposed sounds are homorganic and share manner of articulation, but are co-articulated 
by a contraction of the upper pharynx.161 There are a number of different specifications 
pertaining to each particular language and dialect when describing the phonologic nature 
and suprasegmental spread of emphasis; the rules governing one Arabic dialect or variety 
may differ from the rules governing another Arabic dialect or variety. 
As shown in Harrell’s (1957:70ff.) findings on emphasis spread in StC, it may spread from a 
single syllable to the whole word, in both directions.162 In the manuscripts, we find written 
examples violating this rule, such as יתנטרס163 (GAM 13b, 1) ≈ StA يتنطِْلَِس ‘my sultanate’. 
Here, the initial syllable (/saḷ/)164 is split between one non-emphatic sound and one 
emphatic sound. The rules governing this in StC, however, are clear: Emphasis never occur 
as a single, isolated segment. It has a ‘minimum range’, viz. a feature affecting at least one 
syllable.165 Nevertheless, the scribe does not violate the StC ‘minimum range’ rule with 
consistency, occasionally writing יתנטרצ (GAM 4b, 6) and הנטרוצ (4b, 6), where the emphasis 
(correctly according to StC phonetic rules) occur throughout the whole syllable. 
In the example of יתנטרס above, there are clear indications of a somewhat metathetic process 
involving the place of an emphatic sound metathesizing with the place of a non-emphatic 
                                              
161 Bakalla 2009:421f. 
162 Whether there is a spread or not, depends on certain factors, like vowel quality and syllable structure, but 
these factors only govern the progressive kind. Progressive emphasis spreads from an emphatic syllable to the 
following syllable if the emphatic syllable is closed and the vowel of the following syllable is open. Regressive 
emphasis spread is not restricted by vowel quality or syllable structure—it simply spreads from an emphatic 
syllable to the preceding syllable, albeit only in the same word, cf. Broselow 1976:45f.; Hoberman 1989:73 
163 For a discussion and examples regarding r in the place of l, see chapter 5.1.2.14. 
164 Note that a dot beneath the phoneme is used to denote emphasis/pharyngealization. 
165 Harrell 1957:78 
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sound, i.e. a changes of the emphasis’ place (at least in written form). Other examples 
illustrating this process are ערתא יפ  (GAM 3a, 9) ≈ StC ᵓitṭallaᶜ fī or ᵓiṭṭallaᶜ fī ‘to look closely 
at’, החרט וא החרס יתנא (GAM 4a, 3-4) ≈ StA ةحلاط وأ ةحلاص تنا ‘are you righteous or wicked?’166, 
אהטוסו (GAM 11a, 16; 12b, 2) ≈ StA اهتوصو ‘(and) her voice’167, תירתובו (GAM 11b, 4) ≈ StA 
َتل  ُطب ‘to become inactive, out of work’ and יתנתלצ (CAI 17a, 10) ≈ StA سيتنطل  ‘my sultanate’. 
This process is also attested in other JA sources from the same period,168 but they are 
admittedly more frequent with one of the scribes than the other two (almost all occurrences 
are attested in GAM). Whether this reflects actual pronunciation (i.e. a deviation from the 
principles governing StA distribution of emphasis or StC spread of emphasis), stylistic 
preferences, pseudo-corrections or merely type errors is hard to say. Yet, it is important to 
note once again, that the occurrences of emphasis switch in the GAM and CAI manuscripts 
are rather random; sometimes the original (StA or StC) place of the emphatic sound is 
retained, sometimes it is not. 
The topics discussed here, namely metathesis of the place of the emphasis, and the violation 
of the StC ‘minimum range’ rule, very much points to an indifferent attitude with the scribe 
towards whether to use emphasis in plene or not. In Khan’s (2006:54f.) paper on a 19th 
century JA commercial letter from Egypt, he notes that “in numerous words[,] an original 
emphatic ṣ is written with ס rather than צ […]. Some words with this type of spelling, 
however, also exhibit tafxīm in another letter, e.g. םוכלסוט ‘it reaches you’ […], suggesting 
that the ס does not necessarily reflect a loss of emphasis (tarqīq) but is simply an 
                                              
166 As illustrated in this example (as well as discussed in the preceding paragraph), the place of the emphatic 
sound may be either maintained or switched; the distribution seems to be arbitrary. Both החרט and החרס display 
emphatic l, but החרט displays ṭ mufaxxam (emphasized), whereas החרס displays s muraqqaq (de-emphasized) 
167 We also find طوص spelled correctly according to StA, in ראנﭏ תוצב GAM 8b, 9 ≈ StA رانلا توصب ‘with the fire 
whip’. 
168 Hary 1992:93; Khan 2006:54f.; Wagner 2010:34 
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orthographic alternant of צ”. This topic in general, and the manuscripts’ different reflexes of 
the sibilants s and ṣ in particular, is further treated in chapter 5.1.2.9 and 5.1.2.10. 
5.1.2.2 tarqīq: t for StA ṭ 
The switch from t for ṭ are widely attested throughout the GAM manuscript. For example, 
we find קלתומ (GAM 4a, 8) ≈ StA قلطُم 'free, unrestricted’, םאעתנ (GAM 4b, 11) ≈ StA معطن 
‘I/we feed’169, קתנת (GAM 3a, 16) ≈ StA قطنت ‘you (singular feminine) utter, pronounce’ and 
האבת (GAM passim) ≈ StA ةقبط ‘level’. In line with Wagner’s (2010:35) observations on the 
same feature, it seems to be limited to particular scribes (the switch is not attested at all in 
KAR, and only once in CAI, albeit here most probably as a result of metathesis of the 
emphasis’ place rather than tarqīq). 
5.1.2.3 ṭ for StA t 
In GAM, ṭ in the place of t occurs in the environment of other emphatic phonemes, albeit not 
very often. Some examples are ןירוטסמ (GAM 11b, 9) ≈ StA نيروتسم/نو  ‘hidden, protected 
(plural)’, אהטוסו (GAM 11a, 16; 12b, 2) ≈ StA واهتوص  ‘(and) her voice’ and קרטחי (GAM 13a, 
1) ≈ StA قرتحي ‘burn up, be burned’, displaying either tafxīm or a switch of the emphasis’ 
place, as discussed above. 
5.1.2.4 Reflexes of StA ṯ 
The letter ṯ is sometimes replaced by t in the CAI manuscript (which does differentiate 
between ֗֒ת and ת), in line with StC pronunciation. Some examples are ינאתו (CAI 13b, 12) ≈ 
StC wi-tāni ‘(and) second’, תלאתו (CAI 13b, 13) ≈ StC wi-tālit ‘(and) third’ and יניתדחו (CAI 
13b, 8) ‘(and) speak (fem.) to me’, resembling StC ḥaddit. With regard to the latter example, 
                                              




Badawī and Hinds (1986:195) points out that the second, alternative StC form (which is not 
used in any of the manuscripts), ḥaddis, is restricted to ᶜāmmiyyat al-muṯaqqafīn ‘Educated 
Spoken Arabic’.170 Furthermore, no attestations of this StC voiceless interdental fricative s as 
a reflex of ṯ are attested in the material.171 
5.1.2.5 Reflexes of StA ḏ 
In GAM and CAI, where the scribes distinguish between d and ḏ,172  ֗ד is mostly used to 
represent the Arabic equivalent ذ, like ךּﭏ  ד בא  דעﭏ  (CAI 17a, 3) ‘that punishment’;  ךּﭏ  ד (GAM 
8a, 5) ‘that (demonstrative)’. d is also used in the place of StA ḏ (shift from StA interdental 
fricatives to stops, like we are familiar with from StC and other Arabic dialects), as in רכד 
(CAI 5a, 8) ≈ StA ركذ StC dakar ‘male’ and עארד (CAI 13a, 5) ≈ StA عارذ StC dirāᶜ ‘arm cubit’. 
Somewhat surprising though, in GAM, in almost every occurrence of the relative pronoun 
يذلا when spelled with double lām (ᵓalif-lām ligature ﭏ + ordinary lām ל), ḏ is replaced by d, 
ידלﭏ (GAM passim) (except in GAM 7a, 12), albeit never when written with only one lām 
(only ﭏ), like י  דﭏ (GAM passim). 
There are a few instances of spelling StA ḏ (StC d) with ḍ as a result of tafxīm, attested in ןמ 
בה  צﭏ (GAM 4b, 3) ≈ StA من بهذلا  ‘(made) of gold’ and ו  צכאו (GAM 7a, 13) ≈ StA اوذخأو ‘(and) 
they took’. 
z is frequently used to represent ḏ (as in StC) in GAM, albeit never in CAI and KAR. 
Examples are ךּﭏז (GAM passim) ≈ StA كلذ ‘that (dem.), יזלﭏ (GAM 8b, 10) ≈ StA يذلا ‘that 
                                              
170 Badawī and Hinds 1986:VIIIff. 
171 More on the issue of the native speaker’s choice of certain phonemes in StC can be found in Hary 1992:8f.; 
259f. 
172 KAR does not distinguish between the two. 
 97 
 
(rel. pron.)’, באזעﭏ (GAM 8b, 13) ≈ StA باذعلا ‘punishment’ and ךּבונז (GAM 8b, 13) ≈ StA 
كبونذ ‘your sins, misdeeds’. 
5.1.2.6 tafxīm: ḍ (or ṣ) for StA d 
The letter ḍ (or ṣ) is written in the place of d in one incident: התח ץורא ךּל  (GAM 3b, 16) ≈ 
StA ىتح دُرأ كل  ‘in order to respond to you’. The most plausible explanation for the switch to ṣ 
is a misspelling of ṣ for ḍ,173 in turn representing d affected by progressive spread of 
emphasis from r within the closed syllable /ṛụḍḍ/. 
5.1.2.7 d for StA ḍ 
There are also attestations of d replacing ḍ. Some examples are ינברדו הברד  (GAM 7b, 8) ≈ 
StA ينبرضو ابرض  ‘and he hit me (with a hit)’ and ינוברדו (GAM 8b, 9). Note, however, that the 
GAM scribe (although correctly according to StA conventions,) writes ינובר  צו (GAM 9a, 1) 
just a few sentences below, somehow inconsistent with the rest of the manuscript. Although 
not occurring very frequently, the d-reflex of StA ḍ is found in Egyptian JA orthography 
from the 16th century (and in copies from later time), the reason being that the letter d 
phonetically was the closest Hebrew realization of the respective Arabic phoneme.174 In 
connection to this Hary (1992:93) questions whether this particular reflex indicates tarqīq, 
inter alia pointing to the works of Bar-Asher (1988:8; 22) on the d reflex of ḍ in the 
Maghrebi šarḥ. In contrast, Tirosh-Becker (1990:59) argues that there has been a loss of 
emphasis. 
                                              
173 ḍ is consistently represented by  ֗צ elsewhere in GAM. 
174 Hary 1992:93  
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5.1.2.8 Reflexes of StA ẓ (ḏ̣) 
Regarding the reflexes of StA ẓ attested in the material, some of the examples reveal 
whether we are dealing with a stop or fricative, whereas others are more difficult to 
interpret, as will be demonstrated in the following paragraphs. 
The merging in pronunciation of ḍ and ẓ is an old phenomenon, already attested in JA texts 
from the end of the first millennium.175 Although not consistent throughout, there are 
occasional replacement of ḍ for ẓ in all three manuscripts, as illustrated in רה  צ רמחא רה  צו  ֗ץיבא  
(GAM 6a, 11-12) ≈ StA رهظ رمحأ رهظو ضيبأ  ‘a red back and a white back’; והרה  צ KAR (passim) 
‘his back’, ותמל  צו (KAR 3a, 6) ≈ StA هتملُظو ‘(and) its darkness’, םי  צע (KAR 3a, 8) ≈ StA ميظع 
‘great’ (but המי  טע in KAR 4b, 7 and תר  צנ in KAR 7b, 2) ≈ StA َِترظن ‘you looked, observed’; 
רו  צני (CAI 8b, 12) ≈ StA رظني ‘he looks, observes’. 
We also find instances of (non-emphatic) d replacing (emphatic) ẓ: והרהד (GAM 6b, 11) ≈ 
StA هرهظ ‘his back’ and תראדנ (GAM 11a, 12) ≈ StA ترظن ‘you saw’. This may either be 
interpreted as a result of tarqīq, or as Wagner (2010: 31f.) notes: “This may reflect the 
merging of the dental and alveolar plosives (after ẓ had merged with ḍ into ḍ) or, more 
likely, the orthographical representation of not only dental plosive d and interdental 
fricative ḏ, but also of alveolar plosive and fricative ḍ and ẓ by the grapheme ד in certain 
layers of the vernacular”. 
z is occasionally used to represent StA ẓ (as widely attested in StC) in GAM, albeit never in 
CAI and KAR. Examples are ןימלאז (GAM 11a, 16) ≈ StA ملاظون  ‘wrongdoers’ and ותמארזו 
(GAM 13b, 12) ≈ هتملاظو ‘and his injustice, misdeeds’. 
                                              
175 See e.g. Blau and Hopkins 1987:13 
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5.1.2.9 tafxīm: ṣ for StA s 
In cases of spelling with ṣ for s, it is likely to presume that the examples below are results of 
spread of regressive emphasis (tafxīm), e.g. in יתנטרצ (GAM 4b, 6) ≈ StA ةناطلس ‘rule, reign’176, 
טוצב (CAI 11a, 12) ≈ StA طوسب ‘with a whip’, אהטצו (CAI 14a, 13) ≈ StA اهطسو ‘(its) middle, 
center’, and ןירותצמ (CAI 14b, 10) ≈ StA نيروتسم ‘hidden, protected (plural)’. 
5.1.2.10 s for StA ṣ 
There are also examples of s for ṣ in the GAM manuscript. They are חיספ (GAM 3b, 9; 4a, 8) 
≈ StA حيصف ‘fluent, eloquent, articulate’; חילמו הרוסﭏ  (GAM 4b, 8) ≈ StA حيلمو ةروصلا  ‘beautiful, 
good looking’, ובאחסו (GAM 7a, 9) ≈ StA أوهباحص  ‘his friends, companions’, החרס (GAM 4a, 3) 
≈ StA ةحلاص ‘good’, ותרס (GAM 11b, 8; 11b, 9; 11b, 10) ≈ StC ṣirtu StA اوتر  ص ‘you became 
(plural)’, אהנסוגו (GAM 11b, 15) ≈ StA اهنوصغ ‘its branches’, ?ת?יסעו (GAM 4b, 15) ≈ StA ُِتيصع 
‘I refused’ and רדס CAI (passim) ≈ StA ردص ‘chest’. There are no strong indications of 
reflection of tarqīq in these cases, in fact they all seem to include other emphatic consonant 
phonemes in neighboring positions like ḥ, ṛ, ᶜ, ġ and ṭ, thus it is likely that the words have 
not lost their emphatic character.177 The phenomenon of (non-emphatic) s in the 
environment of emphatic consonants as such is a puzzling one. Hary (1992:93) does not rule 
out the possibility of tarqīq, but agrees with Tirosh-Becker (1990:60) that the spelling of s 
for ṣ does not necessarily indicate loss of emphatic quality.178 In support of this view, we see 
                                              
176 However, we find cases of correct spelling of s according to StA, like e.g. הנאטרוס (GAM 4a, 11). A discussion 
on this follows in the next paragraph. 
177 This is in line with Khan’s observations, who notes that “the majority of [the cases of suprasegmental spread] 
are in words containing r” (2006:54). 




that there is a clear inconsistency regarding ṣ in the position of s attested in the GAM 
manuscript, here illustrated by the following variants of the word ةنطلس ‘sultanate’: 
יתנטרצ (4b, 6); הנטרוצ (4b, 6); הנאטרוס (4b, 11); יתנטרס (13b, 1)179 
5.1.2.11 š for StA s 
š for s is occasionally attested in GAM: ןאשלב חיספ  (GAM 4a, 7-8) ≈ StA ناسلب حيصف  ‘in an 
eloquent/articulate language’ and המשﭏ (GAM 6a, 9) ≈ StA ءامسلا StC is-sama ‘the sky, 
heaven’, which is probably a result of Hebrew and Aramaic orthographic influence. In these 
particular examples, the switch might also be directly influenced by the Hebrew words ןושל 
‘language’ and םיימש ‘sky, heaven (written in the plural)’. 
5.1.2.12 s for StA š 
In GAM and KAR there is a tendency to replace s with š, thus דסא ןימ  (GAM 7b, 12) ≈ StA ِْ دَشأ 
نم ‘stronger, more intense than’, ןיטייסﭏ (GAM 11b, 14) ≈ StA نيطايشلا ‘the devils’, ותדסו  (KAR 
3a, 6) ≈ StA هتدشو ‘(and) its intensity’ and והו יסאמ  (GAM 3a, 6) ≈ StC wi-huwwa māši StA وهو 
ِ  شام ‘(and) he walked, as he was walking’. This phenomenon may be attributed either to the 
influence of the letters’ Hebrew epigraphic equivalents sīn and šīn or to the influence of 
Judaeo-Spanish orthography (Hary 1992:90). However, the same word is attested, written 
with a š, in תדש (KAR 6a, 6). In other words, the practice of replacing s with š is not 
consistent. Another example, in GAM, illustrating the same inconsistency is המו לעפי יס ה  צור  
(GAM 11a, 11) vs. הלו ﭏעפי יש ה  צור  (GAM 12b, 15) ‘and does not please Him’. According to 
Hary (1992:260), the use of šīn / sīn is often due to influence from Hebrew orthography. 
                                              
179 Note again that the letter ר here represents an emphatic variant of ל. More on this in chapter 5.1.2.14. 
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5.1.2.13 Voicing: z for StA š 
Probably due to the consonant cluster ġs, the š is voiced in one of the manuscripts, thus יז  גומ 
(KAR 3a, 12) ≈ StA  ِي  شْغُم StC ġašayān ‘unconscious’.180 When not appearing in a consonant 
cluster, we find יהתווש  ג (KAR 8b, 13) ≈ StA هَتيْشَغ (Old Arabic هتَوـَش  غ) or هنايَشَغ StC ġašayānu 
‘his fainting, unconsciousness’, spelled out with the original š. 
5.1.2.14 tafxīm: r in the place of emphatic l 
There is an orthographic similarity between the two graphemes ר and ל in the GAM 
manuscript, in fact so similar prima facie that one might simply overlook the word allāh 
‘God’ when written הרא, or ṭalab ‘he requested, required, necessitated’ when written בארט, i.e. 
with r instead of l (thus representing l in an emphatic environment). In this particular 
manuscript, the only thing separating the two graphemes is a qoṣo šel yod (the yod’s ‘cap’ or 
‘crown’) above the r, thus r is easily interpreted as l. In 9b, 17 and 12a, 17, however, where 
the catch word is written in the lower left corner of the folio in a different script, this one 
resembling Aramaic-Hebrew cursive 19th century Algerian,181 it is impossible to misinterpret 
the grapheme as l (a photocopy of the manuscript can be found at the end of this paper). In 
contrast to the cursive primarily used in GAM, the font used for the catch word makes a 
clear distinction between r and l. Consequently, when comparing the catch word with the 
same word on the following page, the grapheme used in the catch word confirms the notion 
of an emphatic l written as r in certain environments—a feature that, as far as I am aware, 
has never been attested before in written form. In Tirosh-Becker’s (1988:86f.) recordings of 
Constantinian Rabbis, she has encountered some rare and inconsistent examples of r instead 
                                              
180 It is surprising though, that original š here have switched to z, most likely through s. If not, the z must be an 
equivalent of postalveolar ž (as in the Levant pronunciation of jīm), but this does not seem like a plausible 
explanation. 
181 cf. Table of Early Semitic alphabets by M. Lidzbarski, in Gesenius 1910 
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of l in the words faḍṛǝk for ךל  צפ ‘please’, fāḍṛǝk for ךל  צאפ, ḍǝṛm for םל  צ in an emphatic 
environment, however it is not attested in the spelling. The pronunciation with r in the place 
of l (among other pronunciation variants including emphatic ones) was also attested in 
dǝrwaqt or dǝrwaq for dǝlwaq(t) ‘now’ by Marçais (1977:254f.)182 in Algerian Arabic.183 Also, 
referring to StC, and not necessarily its non-Standard varieties, Rosenbaum came over l 
pronounced as r, especially in words of foreign origin, e.g. borovar ‘pullover’, orredi 
‘already’, as well as one Jewish informant telling him that some Jews pronounced the word 
dolār ‘dollar’ as drār.184 
Some examples from GAM of consistent spelling with r for l when in emphatic or 
pharyngealized environment (mufaxxam) are ערתא יפ  (GAM 3a, 9) ≈ StC ᵓitṭallaᶜ fī or ᵓiṭṭallaᶜ 
fī ‘to look closely at’, בורתותו (GAM 13b, 15) ≈ StA بلطتو ‘and you ask, request’, ןיחארצﭏ (GAM 
13b, 15) ≈ StC is-sālḥīn ‘the worthy, upright (plural)’ and תירתובו (GAM 11b, 4) ≈ StA َتل  ُطب ‘I 
became inactive, out of work’. There are dozens of examples throughout the manuscript 
illustrating this extraordinary feature, occurring in a very consistent manner (listed below), 
although the occurrence of emphatic l following preposition bi-, הראב (GAM 10a, 13); הרב 
(11a, 7; 11a, 11) ‘in God’, is puzzling. It should rather have been rendered without emphasis 
due to the preceding i neutralizing the emphatic l. Such exceptions to the rule leaves us 
wondering whether they are in fact exceptions, if we are dealing with type errors, pseudo-
correct features (or standardizations of these), or if they render the sounds as they were 
actually pronounced.185 
                                              
182 Here, Marçais notes that these pronunciations variants are “prevalent throughout Algeria, [occurring in the] 
urban, rural [and] Bedouin [variety]” (1977:254). 
183 Prof. Ofra Tirosh-Becker deserve special thanks for pointing this out for me. 
184 This information is based on personal e-mail correspondence with Prof. Rosenbaum and other scholars in the 
field of Egyptian JA. 
185 In this connection, Blanc have noted that de-emphatization may occur in NStC (and probably also in StC): StC 
w-mṛātu > NStC/StC w-mrātu ‘and his wife’ (1974:218). 
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Regarding my aforementioned thoughts on the scribe’s allegded indifferent attitude towards 
rendering of tafxīm and tarqīq and switch of the place of the emphasis, we should look into 
one conspicuous inconsistency found in the GAM manuscript, namely בלתתמ. Here, the 
curious morphophonology of this word’s seemingly non-emphatic realization will be 
discussed, yet by no means solved—but rather than ignoring this strange inconsistency, I 
wish to shed some more light on the issue cum grano salis. The example of בלתתמ (GAM 3b, 
15) ≈ StA ب  لطتم ‘requesting, requiring, necessitating’ is either inconsistently written with t 
instead of ṭ, or a result a spread of tarqīq (whether it is regressive or progressive is hard to 
say, as will become clear in the following), possibly due to the lexeme’s pattern. If trying to 
render the StA VIII. stem active participle mutaṭallib, the scribe has written the word 
inconsistently according to his own personal orthographic style. If the scribe were actually 
rendering the pattern mutaṭallib according to his own personal orthographic style, he should 
have written it with the phoneme r ( תמברת ) because of the emphatic environment, as 
discussed above. Interestingly, the verb בארט ([GAM 3a, 12] ≈ StA بلط), consisting of the 
same original root consonants, is attested in the same manuscript written with the phoneme 
r. The only reasonable, yet very questionable explanation for the tarqīq in בלתתמ is that we 
are dealing with a pattern resembling a ‘high-vowel-i’ participle pattern like miḥliww (IX. 
stem) ‘sweetish, sugary’, mistiḍīf (X. stem, mediae infirmae) ‘having received permission’ 
and/or mistiḥill (X. stem mediae geminate) ‘found (to be) ḥalāl’186, namely mittilib (V. stem 
miftiᶜil). In turn, the environment of high vowel i, must have resulted in the spread of tarqīq. 
When dealing with tafxīm and tarqīq based on written material, it is essential to determine 
the degree of consistency pertaining to each single scribe (as discussed in 5.1.1.2). 
Regarding the spelling of r in the place of emphatic l in the GAM manuscript, we find that 
the degree of consistency is not 100%, but still high. A complete list of the scribe’s 
                                              
186 The StC participle patterns presented are found in Woidich 2006:85 
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consistencies and inconsistencies in connection to this is presented below, with reference to 
folio and line number together with its respective equivalent StA or StC lexeme between 
brackets: 
(i) Consistent use of r for emphatic l 
ערתאו יפ  (3a, 9) ≈ StC iṭṭallaᶜ fī ‘he looked closely at’ 
בארט (3a, 12) ≈ StC ṭalab ‘he requested, required, necessitated’ 
הרא (3a, 12; 3b, 7; 3b, 10; 9a, 9; 9b, 17 [in the šomer daf]; 10a, 1; 10a, 12; 11a, 13; 12a, 17 
[in the šomer daf]; 12b, 1; 13a, 13) ≈ StA الل ‘God’ 
בורתיו (3b, 5) ≈ StC wi-yaṭlub ‘(and) he requests, requires, necessitates’ 
החרס (4a, 3); אחרס (11a, 14) ≈ StA ةحلاص ‘pious, upright’ 
ןיחארצﭏ (13b, 15) ≈ StC is-sālḥīn ‘the worthy, upright (plural)’ 
החרט (4a, 4) ≈ StA ةحلاط ‘wicked, vicious’ 
ער>..< (ערטנו)187 (4a, 13) ≈ StC wi-niṭlaᶜ ‘I rise, appear’ 
יתנטרצ (4b, 6);  הנטרוצ (4b, 6); הנאטרוס (4b, 11); יתנטרס (13b, 1) ≈ StA يتنطلس / ةنطلس ‘(my) reign, 
sultanate’ 
ינוערטו (5b, 1) ≈ StC wi-ṭalᶜūni ‘(and) they brought me…’ 
ריטרב (7b, 10) ≈ StA ليطرب ‘bribe’ 
َכאלץר  (9b, 3) ≈ StC ᵓaxalliṣ ‘I finish, bring to an end’ 
תירתובו (11b, 4) ≈ StA َتل  ُطب ‘I became inactive, out of work’ 
ר  צנחﭏו (12a, 1) ≈ StA لظنح ‘colocynth’ 
תמטר (12a, 13) ≈ StA َِتمطل ‘I slap, strike against’ 
בורתותו (13a, 15) ≈ StA بلطتو ‘(and) you ask, request’ 
ותמארזו (13b, 12) ≈ هتملظو ‘(and) its darkness’ 
                                              
187 The missing parts of the word are interpreted by means of the critical edition’s apparatus (in chapter 4). 
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 (ii) Possible inconsistencies in the use of l in an emphatic environment 
ןמ ךּל  צפ  (3a, 14) ≈ StA نم كلضف  ‘please’ 
בלתתמ (3a, 15) ≈ StA ِ لطتمب  ‘requesting, requiring, necessitating’ 
קלטומ (3a, 9); קלתומ (4a, 8) ≈ StA قلطم ‘free, un-restricted’ 
הﭏ (4a, 10)188; הלﭏ (10b, 10) ≈ StA الل or هلإ ‘God’ or ‘a god’ 
َכיינוצל  (6a, 3) ≈ StC yxallaṣūni ‘they free me (of)’ 
ןיקולתמ (11b, 10) ≈ StA نوقولطم ‘free’ 
(iii) Possible inconsistencies in the use of r in a non-emphatic environment 
הראב (10a, 13); הרב (11a, 7; 11a, 11)189 ≈ StA للهاب ‘in/by God’ 
רימארקﭏ (13b, 7) ≈ StA لمارلأا ‘the widows’ 
These findings may help us further understand the Later Egyptian JA orthographic traditions 
for reflecting switch of the emphasis’ place and spread of tafxīm and tarqīq. It is a 
phenomenon that deserves further investigation in the future. 
5.1.2.15 l for r 
In addition to the latter case, the GAM manuscript contains another interchange among the 
liquid consonants, namely l written in the place of r. Examples are ןילגל (GAM 6a, 8) ≈ StC 
riglēn ‘feet, legs’; םוהילגלו (GAM 11b, 5) ≈ StC riglēhum ‘their feet, legs’ as well as one 
attestation of לתוכ (GAM 4b, 10)190 ≈ StA رثُك ‘load, abundance’. Also, Rosenbaum have 
encountered r > l in ladār ‘radar’, said by a driver speaking StC.191 
                                              
188 Possibly ᵓilāh ‘a god’, however not in all occurrences. 
189 But הלב (10b, 11). 
190 But רתוכ (passim) elsewhere. 
191 This information is based on personal e-mail correspondence with Prof. Rosenbaum and other scholars in the 
field of Egyptian JA. 
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5.1.2.16 n for StA l 
One example of n replacing l is found in the word הלסנסﭏ (GAM 10a, 11) ≈ StA ةلسلس ‘chain’. 
It is not impossible that we are dealing with a type error here, as the feature is not attested 
elsewhere throughout the three manuscripts.192 
5.1.2.17 De-voicing: k for StA j (StC g) 
Although StA letter jīm has been pronounced with a velar stop g in Egypt since at least the 
17th century,193 it is not always easy to decide whether the scribe is using the one or the 
other, as the text occasionally exhibits strong StA influence, not to forget the frequent 
occurrence of pseudo-corrections. However, in GAM, de-voicing k for StC g is attested in 
הנדסכ (GAM 13b, 12); הנדסכל (GAM 13b, 15) ≈ StA اندسج ‘(to) our bodies’. 
5.1.2.18 ᵓ for StA q and q for StA ᵓ 
Not surprisingly, in a version as ‘colloquial’ as GAM, there are many instances of spelling 
with ᵓ for q, reflecting the switch from q to glottal stop ᵓ in a number of Arabic dialects, 
especially the sedentary urban varieties like StC.194 Some of the examples are יהﭏ אי לאו (GAM 
3a, 12-13) ≈ StA لاقو اي يهلإ  ‘and he said O, God’, ינודעאו (GAM 7b, 4) ≈ StA ينودعقأو  /نود عقوي  
‘they made me sit down’,195 ץנאﭏו דיצלל (GAM 4a, 13) ≈ StA صنقلاو ديصلل ‘for hunting and 
shooting’ and תאו (GAM 4b, 5) ≈ StA تقو ‘a time’ and ינו  צבא (GAM 8b, 8) ≈ StA ينوضبق ‘they 
seized me’. 
                                              
192 In this connection, Prof. Rosenbaum reminded me that l is found pronounced as n in StC, e.g. نانرج instead of 
لانرج ‘newspaper’; نيعامسإ instead of ليعامسإ ‘Ismael’; امن instead of امل ‘when’. 
193 cf. Hary 1996. 
194 The ᵓ reflex of StA q occur in EgJA even when uttering words of Hebrew origin, as šattaᵓ ‘be quiet’ derived 
from the Hebrew root consonants š-t-q, or ᵓadīš ‘(the liturgical prayer) Kaddish’ derived from the Hebrew word 
kadīš. See Rosenbaum 2002a:123; 2002b:36 
195 For a discussion on the verbal stem switch from IV. to I., see chapter 5.2.3.3v. 
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Somewhat more surprising, the switch also occur the other way around, probably a result of 
hyper-correction. The most plausible reason for the switch is that the scribes did not always 
know when a dialectal glottal stop represented the StA q and not an original ᵓ. This 
consistently occurs in the GAM manuscript, as the following examples illustrate: ןיזקת (GAM 
3a, 15) ≈ StA َنذأت ‘to allow, permit’, ךּלאד רומוקלד  (GAM 12b, 6-7); ךּﭏד רומוקלד  (GAM 10b, 8) 
≈ StA كلذ روملأا  ‘those things, matters’, ימוקאי (GAM 9a, 5) ≈ StA اي يمأ  ‘O, (my) Mother’, 
םדאתק (GAM 7a, 12; 7a, 14) ≈ StA مدقت StC ᵓitᵓaddim ‘came forth, advanced’196, הייודקﭏ (GAM 
5b, 9) ≈ StA  ُِودلأاةي  ‘medications’, ףיכ יתיקר  (GAM 10b, 14) ≈ StA فيك  ِتيأر  ‘how did you find, 
how did you see’, ןימקי הרב  (GAM 11a, 9; 11a, 11) ≈ StA نمؤي للهاب  ‘believe in God’,  ֗ץרקﭏ (GAM 
6a, 9) ≈ StA ضرلأا ‘the Earth’ and קעזעזת (GAM 10b, 4) ≈ StA عزعزت ‘she shakes’.197 
5.1.2.19 Double spelling of consonants 
Double, spelling of the consonants yāᵓ and wāw is a frequent feature in all three manuscripts 
when denoting gemination (šadda) and diphthongs, in other words the marking of w and y 
as consonants, as well as to distinguish it from a mater lectionis,198 e.g. ןיינאלוואﭏ (CAI 11a, 3) 
‘the first, former (plural)’,199 היינודﭏ (CAI passim) ≈ StA َايْندلا ‘Earth’, תאייחלד (GAM 10b, 1; KAR 
7a, 1); ה  דאהל תאייחﭏ  (CAI 13a, 9) ≈ StA كلت تا يحلا  ‘those snakes’, َכﭏבהנאיי  (GAM 12a, 11; CAI 
15b, 5) ≈ StA ةناي  خلاب ‘with betrayal’, ינוקייפי (KAR 3a, 13); ינוקוו  פי (CAI 7a, 4) ≈ StA يَننوق   وُفي 
‘revive, wake me up (plural)’ and היימעברא (GAM 5a, 13) ≈ (hypo-correct) StA عبرأ  + StC 
meyya ‘four hundred’. This type of double spelling is a typical Egyptian JA orthographic 
                                              
196 Here, the GAM scribe does not seem to be aware that the first syllable is a part of the verbal pattern. 
197 In this last example, I cannot find a good explanation for the final q. Possibly, it is due to the same consonant 
switch as pointed out above, but initially a result of the following ᵓalif waṣla in il-ᵓarḍ ‘the Earth’ pronounced as ᵓ, 
which together with the verb, presumably constitutes a fixed expression: תנאכ קעזעזת  ֗ץראלא  (GAM 10b, 4) ≈ StA 
تناك عزعزت ضرلأا  ‘the Earth would shake’ (the syllables are distributed as follows: /ta.zaᶜ.zaᶜ.ᵓil.ᵓarḍ/), thus tizaᶜzaᶜ 
ilᵓ-arḍ > tizaᶜzaᶜ ᵓil-ᵓarḍ > tizaᶜzaᶜᵓ il-ᵓarḍ. 
198 Khan 2006:53 
199 See a discussion on the spelling of ןיינאלוואﭏ in chapter 5.3.3.1. 
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feature, attested in other sources, inter alia from the 16th century,200 and reflects the 
influence of the Hebrew orthography of the Mishna.201 
Double spelling of consonants also includes writing the šadda (albeit only in CAI, as in ّזעותי 
ّברי  [CAI 12a, 5]) as well as the geminated lām in allaḏī, ידלﭏ ‘that (relative)’ found in GAM 
(passim), where lām ל comes in addition to the ᵓalif-lām ligature ﭏ. It is also attested inter alia 
in the different ways of spelling ᵓillā (GAM 10b, 10) ‘except’, ᵓilayya (GAM passim) ‘to me’ 
and allāh (KAR passim; CAI passim) ‘God’. The examples exhibiting the ᵓalif-lām ligature ﭏ 
followed by lām ל are in line with Wagner’s (2010:38f.) observation on double spelling, 
which is probably occurring by analogy with the conventional StA spelling of الل. 
5.1.3 Vowels 
Interestingly, the scribes of all three manuscripts presented in this paper writes both long 
and short vowels in plene, as well as vocalizing a few words (in GAM and KAR) with 
diacritics. These diacritics often reflects the dialectal form of the word, whereas the 
orthography (the rasm) reflects the StA form.202 For example, אֵלמתאו wi-tmalle203 (KAR 1b, 6) 
≈ StA ى لمتأو ‘(and) paid close attention’ would have disguised its dialectal (ᵓimāla) feature 
had the diacritics not been applied. One especially common feature found in JA texts, and 
attested widely throughout all three manuscripts, is short vowel u written in plene.204 Some 
examples are והכלומ (GAM passim; KAR 1b, 13) ≈ StA هكلُم ‘His kingdom, kingship’, תנוכ (GAM 
passim; KAR passim; CAI passim) ≈ StA ُِتنُك ‘I was’ and תלוק (GAM passim; KAR passim; CAI 
                                              
200 cf. Hary 1992:91 
201 cf. Hary 1992:264 
202 This is also pointed out in Khan (2006:39). 
203 Occasionally throughout this paper, the JA example is directly followed by a tentative, transcribed 
reconstruction where I have tried to illustrate the pronunciation according to my own understanding. I take full 
responsibility for any errors here. 
204 The same phenomenon is attested in Hary (1992:248), and is typical of Late Egyptian JA orthography. 
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passim) ≈ StA ُِتُلق ‘I said’, רתוכ (GAM passim; KAR passim; CAI passim) ≈ StA رثُك ‘abundance, 
load’ as well as many others presented below. This is a widely attested feature in the 16th-
century Cairene sources (which were copied as late as the 19th century), found in the data 
of Hary (1992:90). Although not as numerous as the short u in plene, cases of short i and 
short a in plene are also attested in the three manuscripts.205 
Sometimes, the plene vowels are written not necessary in order to help the reader to avoid 
misunderstandings, but simply in order to indicate their pronunciation, curiously enough 
when there is no ambiguity. Likewise, the scribes sometimes leaves out vowels that would 
have been written in plene according to StA writing conventions.206 An example illustrating 
this seemingly indifferent attitude towards rules governing the use of matres lectionis, is 
where the CAI scribe writes ינובקעו ‘they came after me’ in the catch word of folio 9b, but 
writes ינובקאעו when continuing on 10a, clearly not concerned with whether to use plene or 
defective a (i.e. marked long a, ᵓalif, or unmarked short a, fatḥa). Other examples illustrating 
this point are found in CAI (6a, 14; 6b, 2), where the scribe writes ﭏק  פ in the catch word 
(the last line) of folio 6a, but י  פ ﭏק  when continuing on the next folio, and in GAM, תנכ (4b, 
13) vs. תנוכ (GAM passim) ≈ StA تنُك ‘I was’. It is worth mentioning that תנכ is written at the 
very end of the line, probably leading the author to shorten the word. Nevertheless, this 
again supports the notion of a somewhat indifferent attitude towards StA conventions 
regarding matres lectionis. As a consequence of studying written material where scriptio plena 
and defective are not applied correctly according to StA rules, one must naturally undermine 
the role and importance of vowel quantity (length of articulation). On the contrary, this calls 
for special attention to the vowel quality, because it may reveal the number of syllables in a 
                                              
205 This is also a feature occurring in Hary (1992:91; 248f.), but is not as common as the plene short u. 
206 This is pointed out in Khan 2006:52 
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word, as well as occurrences of vowel switch, epenthetic vowels and ᵓimāla. These topics 
will be discussed in the following paragraphs. 
5.1.3.1 Reflexes of StA i 
(i) Switch from i to u. We find attestations of a switch from StA i to u in all three 
manuscripts, a feature also attested in Rosenbaum (2002a), illustrating the preference of u 
over StC i in the EgJA variety. Wagner’s 18th/19th century sources (2010:57f.) verify the 
findings of Rosenbaum. For example, we have ןירשוע (KAR 9a, 10) ≈ StA نورش  ع 
(genitive/accusative نيرش  ع ) StC ᶜišrīn ‘twenty’, pronounced ᶜušrīn, from the phrase העברא 
ןירשועו ‘twenty four’. The switch is either due to the initial w-, assimilating i in the following 
syllable, or simply an attestation of a permanent switch in the NStC or EgJA variety. Other 
examples, apparently unique to NStC or even its EgJA variety (as they have no StC 
equivalent), is עארוד (GAM 10a, 11) ≈ StA غار  ذ StC dirāᶜ ‘cubits’ and תירתובו (GAM 11b, 4) ≈ 
StA َِْتل  طَب StC biṭilit ‘she/they became inactive, out of work’. The latter is not attested in 
Badawī and Hinds’ (1986) Egyptian Arabic dictionary, albeit in Spitta (1880:48). The verb 
pattern fuᶜul is also attested in Hary’s (1992:280ff.) 19th-century copies of the Megillah, as 
well as in Rosenbaum’s (2002a:127ff.) sources from the 20th century, representing a 
shibboleth of EgJA, due to its gradual replacement elsewhere in Cairo by today’s StC pattern 
fiᶜil. 
5.1.3.2 Reflexes of StA a 
(i) Switch from a to u. In NStC and its EgJA variety the number 400 is pronounced 
as ᵓurbuᶜmeyya instead of StC rubᶜumeyya.207 One example of this (at least the initial syllable, 
which is written in plene) is עברוא תיאמ  ֗פﭏ  ᵓurbuᶜmīt ᵓalf (CAI 5b, 2) ≈ StC rubᶜumīt ᵓalf ‘four 
                                              
207 Rosenbaum 2002a:126; 2002b:38 
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hundred thousand’. Further occurrences of switch from StA a to u are הראסונלל (GAM 11a, 4) 
≈ StA ىراصَن StC naṣāra (nuṣrāni or naṣrāni208 in the singular) ‘Christian (plural)’, םוהסו  פנוא 
(CAI 12b, 5) ≈ StA مهُسفَْنأ StC nufūshum ‘themselves, their souls’ and תומוא (CAI 8b, 9) ≈ StC 
ᵓamwāt ‘the dead (plural)’. Other attestations of the switch, but most probably due to tafxīm 
(this is also discussed in 5.1.3.4), are written הﭏעות (CAI passim) ≈ StA ىلاَعت StC taᶜāla ‘(God, 
praised and) exalted is He’ and םאעוט (CAI 14b, 11) ≈ StC ṭaᶜām ‘food’.209 Also, יהתווש  ג (KAR 
8b, 13); יתוש  ג (KAR 8b, 15); ותווש  ג (CAI 16a, 11; 16a, 13), ≈ StA هَتيْشَغ (Old Arabic هتَوـَش  غ) or 
هنايَشَغ StC ġašayānu ‘his fainting, unconsciousness’, is spelled with u in first syllable in the 
corresponding part of the GAM manuscript: ותשוג (GAM 12b, 9; 12b 11). It is, however, hard 
to determine its correct pronunciation. 
(ii) Switch from a to i. We find examples of the switch from StA wa to StC wi, in ןול  ו 
והרעס (GAM 6a, 12) ≈ StA نولَو هرعش  ‘(and) the color of his hair’, a feature attested by 
vocalization, and המיו (GAM passim) ‘and what’ written with yāᵓ plene. Other examples of 
switch from StA a to i, is ליוא  ᵓawwil (GAM 9b, 12) ≈ StA لّوأ ‘first’ and ןאעיגﭏ (GAM 4b, 11; 
KAR 2b, 11; CAI 6a, 3) ≈ StA ناعْوَجلا StC ig-gaᶜān ‘the hungry’. 
In most cases, the i reflex of a is evidence of 1st and 3rd person epenthetic vowel: In the 
perfect singular feminine we find attestations of switch from StA a to i, e.g. יפ תיקתנ המגמגﭏ  
(GAM 3b, 8; 4a, 7) ≈ StA َتقطنف ةمجمجلا  ‘then the skull spoke’, תיעמתסא (GAM 4a, 6) ≈ 
(Modern) StC istamaᶜit ‘she listened’, תיגרפ ןימ אהמﭏכ  (GAM 5a, 3; 6b, 1) ≈ StA تغرف نم اهملاك  
‘she finished with her words/talking’, as attested in many Arabic dialects, among them 
StC.210 
                                              
208 naṣrāni is restricted to ᶜāmmiyyat al-muṯaqqafīn, cf. Badawī and Hinds 1986:866 
209 A number of genuine EgJA examples may be found in Rosenbaum 2002a:128f. 
210 See e.g. Woidich 2006a:75 
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5.1.3.3 ᵓimāla: Reflexes of StA a, ā and āᵓ 
Very generally speaking, the term ᵓimāla is used to explain the fronting and raising of Old 
Arabic ā towards ī, and a towards i, when occurring in certain conditionings (and combined 
with the fronting of the point of articulation of the preceding consonant).211 The 
phenomenon is widespread throughout the Arabic speaking world, and its earliest historical 
attestations date back to Old Arabic.212 In most modern dialects ᵓimāla in medial position is 
represented by the vowel ē, but in some of them ī. ᵓimāla in final position is predominantly 
short and unstressed, in some dialects i, and in others e, and in some of them the somewhere 
between i and e.213 
There are several instances of ᵓimāla in the three present manuscripts, revealed both by yāᵓ 
plene and by vocalization. Much of the distribution of ᵓimāla is quite similar to that found in 
other Arabic dialects, i.e. open-mid or open front vowels near front consonants,214 as 
illustrated in the examples below. 
The ᵓimāla reflex of StA ā when followed by i is attested in the examples of הלע יליח  (GAM 
passim; CAI 11a, 12); ילע יליח  pronounced ᶜalā ḥēlī (KAR 5b, 9) ≈ StA ىلع يلاح  ‘by myself’, 
found in all three manuscripts. In other circumstances (i.e. where i does not follow StA ā, 
but is only in close proximity), the reflex does not occur,215 thus ﭏחיפ (GAM 13b, 1); לאח י  פ 
(CAI 17a, 9); יפ ﭏח  (KAR 9a, 14) ‘in the situation of…’. This feature is consistent in all three 
manuscripts. There are different cases of ᵓimāla throughout the manuscripts that may be 
considered separately, as presented below. 
                                              
211 Levin 2007:311 
212 Levin 1971:9ff. 
213 Levin 1971:387ff. 
214 See e.g. Blanc 1964:32 
215 ᵓimāla reflex of ā when preceded by i is attested in e.g. Jewish Baghdadi (StA بلا ك  ‘dogs’ > Jewish Baghdadi 
klīb), cf. Blanc 1964:42 
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(i) StA ā near i. ᵓimāla reflex of ā near i is attested in הלע יליח  / ילע יליח  (mentioned 
above) and םויב המֵיאﭏ  yōm al-ᵓiyēma (GAM 11a, 5) ≈ StA مويب ةمايقلا  ‘on the Day of 
Resurrection’. 
(ii) Feminine ending. ᵓimāla reflex of feminine ending tāᵓ marbūṭa is attested in אֵיאתנא 
ᵓunṯāye (KAR 2a, 10) ≈ StA ي اثُنأ ‘feminine’ and אֵושר rašwe (KAR 5a, 3) ≈ StA ةوشر ‘bribe’. 
(iii) Verb-final and word-final a and ā. As a reflex of final a and ā, ᵓimāla is attested 
as follows: אֵכבו אֵכוב  wi-bake buke (KAR 7a, 8) ≈ StA ىكبو  ِءاُكب  StC wi-baka buka; יכבו אכוב  wi-
bake buka (CAI 13b, 6) ≈ StA ىكبو  ِءاُكب  StC wi-baka buka ‘(and) he wept a weep’, אֵלמתאו wi-
tmalle (KAR 1b, 6) ≈ StA ى لمتأو ‘(and) paid close attention’, אֵדעתא ᵓitᶜadde (KAR 7a, 6) ≈ StA 
ىعدا (VIII. stem d-ᶜ-w) ‘claim’,216 אֵוקאו wi-ᵓaᵓwe (KAR 4b, 11) ≈ StA ىوقأو ‘(and) stronger’ and 
יפ fe- (GAM passim; CAI passim) ≈ StA fa- ‘and, so’.217 
(iv) Short e in unstressed closed syllables. In unstressed closed syllables we find 
occasional reflection of living Egyptian speech, (marked with short vowel ṣere) as in ןיׅנְמֵא 
ᵓemnīn (KAR 7b, 14) ≈ StA نون  مآ StC ᵓamnīn ‘safe (plural)’. Hary (1992:91) also points out 
this feature. 
5.1.3.4 tafxīm: ā ̣/ ō reflexes of StA and StC ā 
We find occasional ā ̣or ō reflexes of StA ā in the GAM manuscript: המוקﭏ (GAM 4b, 8) ≈ StA 
ةماقلا ‘stature, figure’ and ינויע תירו  גו (KAR 3b, 7 GAM 5b, 15)218 ≈ StA ينويع تراغ ‘she 
penetrated my eyes’. There is also one occurrence of ā ̣or ō reflexes of StC ā (historically ᵓ 
[raᵓs > rās]) סור (CAI 15a, 2) ≈ StC rās ‘head, top’, possibly due to adjacent back or 
                                              
216 For a discussion on the verb iddaᶜā, see chapter 5.2.3.5v. 
217 The conjunction particle fa- is almost always spelled as a separate word יפ, indicating the imāla pronunciation 
of the word-final a. This is also attested in Egyptian JA 19th-century copies of the Megillah (Hary 1992:269).  
218 ינויע תירוגו in GAM (5b, 15), without diacritic dot on jīm. 
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emphatic consonants. There is a possible switch from a to (emphatic) ạ or o, in יכובו הכוב  
(GAM 10b, 11) ≈ StA ىَكبو  ِءاُكب  StC wi-baka buka ‘(and) he wept a weep’. 
5.1.3.5 Epenthetic vowel between StA consonant clusters 
There are a few examples of epenthetic vowel a written in plene between consonant clusters. 
In the example of יפו תאקו המ  (GAM 10b, 7) ‘in the time that, when’, the anaptyxis occurs in a 
StA final cluster, and is a common feature of many Arabic dialects. The feature seems to 
resemble epenthetic vowels in a so-called a-coloring environment, i.e. if the vowel preceding 
the cluster is a and the first of the two final consonants is ḥ, ᵓ, ġ or h the epenthetic vowel is 
a219 (provided that the first of the two final consonants is pronounced with a ᵓ-reflex of q). 
Epenthetic vowel i is attested in StA ةعُْقب ‘stain, spot’, written תעיקוב (GAM 11a, 14). 
5.1.3.6 Reflexes of StA ay 
The ī and ē reflex (monophtongisation) of the StA diphthong ay is a type that is familiar 
from various Arabic dialects due to historical changes. The switch ay > ē is attested in the 
NStC interrogative particle ᵓēš220 ‘what’ (הנעמ שיאו [GAM 6b, 2]; ינעמ שיאו [KAR 4a, 6] ‘what is 
the meaning [of]’) and possibly in kēf or kīf ‘how’ ( ףיכ יתיקר  [GAM 10b, 14; KAR 7a, 9; CAI 
13b, 8] ‘how did you find, how did you see’). A somewhat more surprising reflex of StA ay is 
the StA word خْيَش ‘elder, venerable gentleman’, spelled ךאס (GAM 10a, 7); ךאסﭏ  (GAM 10a, 
10), either with a or ā.221 
                                              
219 Similar to the feature attested in e.g. Muslim Baghdadi, cf. Blanc 1964:55 
220 The earlier chronological development of ᵓēš, as well as the matter of interrogative particles and a discussion 
on their role in the NStC (and absence in the StC) variety will re-appear in the part dealing with interrogatives 
(chapter 5.2.1.5i). 
221 The word is spelled ךיש in the two other manuscripts (KAR 6b, 9; 6b, 12; CAI 12b, 12; 13a, 3). 
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5.1.3.7 Possible switch from i to e / ə 
StA and StC sayyid or StC sīd ‘Master’, is written דאייס, in  לל דאייס השמ ס״ﭏע (GAM 9b, 14) 
‘belongs to Master Moses, peace be upon him’.222 The word might also reflect StC siādit ‘sir, 
madam’ written without StA tāᵓ marbūṭa, but this is highly unlikely. It is more plausible that 
we are dealing with a switch from i to e or ə (most probably in lack of a better phonemic 
alternative), thus sayyed / sayyəd. It is possible that we find the same reflex of i in ןאב ףסוי  
ben yūsuf (GAM 14a, 6-7) ≈ StA نب ا فسوي  ‘ben Yosef, son of Yosef’, written with ᵓalif. 
5.1.4 Other orthographic peculiarities 
Because the limited span of this paper, only a selection of orthographical peculiarities 
appearing in the manuscripts are presented,223 more precisely, in order to prove a point in 
cases where the manuscripts’ spelling, pronunciation or semantic meaning needs to be 
clarified to avoid misunderstandings. 
5.1.4.1 ᵓalif-lām ligature ﭏ for StA lām-ᵓalif ligature لا 
The use of ᵓalif-lām ligature ﭏ is frequent throughout all three texts,224 denoting definite 
article and other instances where lām follows directly after ᵓalif or hamza, as in המגמגﭏ (GAM 
passim; KAR passim; CAI passim) ≈ StA ةمجمجلا ‘the skull’ and ﭏסא (GAM 3a, 14; KAR 1b, 8; 
CAI 4a, 13) ≈ StA لأسا ‘ask (imperative)’. However, there are also some attestations in GAM 
of the grapheme representing Arabic lām-ᵓalif ligature لا. Examples are והמﭏכ (GAM 5a, 10) ≈ 
StA هملاك ‘his words’, בילﭏכﭏ (GAM 7a, 10; 7a, 16) ≈ StA بيللاكلا ‘the hooks’ and possibly הכיﭏמ 
(GAM 8a, 4) ≈ StA ةكئلام ‘angels’. 
                                              
222 This is spelled אנדייסל in KAR (6b, 3) and אנדיסל in CAI (12b, 3) ‘belongs to our Master…’ 
223 Suffice to say that the orthographic features that are not included below follow the lines of Late (19th-
century) Egyptian JA orthography grosso modo, as discussed in chapter 2.5.2. 




The most common feature of assimilation, both in StA and the Arabic dialects, namely 
assimilation of lām of the definite article and the following so-called sun letters, is hardly 
attested in the manuscripts. The same orthographic tendency is found in other Late Egyptian 
JA sources.225 Only once, in המחרא (GAM 8b, 7) ≈ StA ar-raḥma ‘the mercy’ do we find the 
feature (as opposed to המחרﭏ [KAR 5b, 8; CAI 11a, 10] where the definite article is written). 
Wagner, who have noticed the same surprising lack of assimilation in 18th/19th century 
Egyptian JA letters, writes: “[This] is very surprising considering that utility prose is often 
regarded as a lower register of substandard writing. A feature that may have contributed to 
this adherence to [StA] writing standard is the ligature between alif and lām, which made 
writing a plain alif just as time consuming as the whole ligature, thus keeping the 
morphophonematic spelling” (2010:64). Based on my own judgment, the three manuscripts 
at hand may also be regarded as a lower register of (MA) substandard writing, at the very 
least GAM, where the colloquialisms, pseudo-corrections and the standardization of these 
are found in abundance. All three manuscripts include several attestations of isolated 
definite article al- (both ﭏ and לא) isolated, e.g. as the last word of a line, or with a space 
separating the article and the following word (GAM passim; KAR passim; CAI passim),226 even 
where there should usually have been assimilation. Examples from the two manuscripts, of 
unassimilated definite articles as such are ומדרו היילע ﭏב בארות  (GAM 8a, 1) ≈ StA wa-radamū 
ᶜalayya bi-t-turāb ‘they covered me with (the) dirt’ and ﭏב ר  טנ  (CAI 4a, 11) ≈ StA bi-n-naẓar 
‘by the look, looking’. 
                                              
225 cf. Hary 1992:93; Khan 2006:51; Wagner 2010:64 




5.1.4.3 Final yāᵓ for StA ᵓalif maqṣūra 
In KAR, there is a consistent use of final yāᵓ representing StA ᵓalif maqṣūra. Examples are יתח 
(KAR 6b, 8) ≈ StA ىتح ‘until’, יﭏ (KAR passim) ≈ StA ىلإ ‘to, towards’, ילע (KAR passim) ≈ 
StA ىلع ‘on, above’, ינעמ (KAR 4a, 6) ≈ StA ىنعم ‘meaning, sense’ and יסומ (KAR 6b, 3) ≈ StA 
ىسوم ‘Moses’. According to earlier findings, this feature is typically classical, and rarely 
found in Late Egyptian JA orthography, where the most frequent way to render the StA ᵓalif 
maqṣūra was rather by means of hāᵓ (ה) or ᵓalif (א).227 Accordingly, the other two scribes (of 
GAM and CAI) prefer these letters. 
5.1.4.4 Final ᵓalif for StA tāᵓ marbūṭa 
In CAI, final ᵓalif for StA tāᵓ marbūṭa is a frequent feature. Some examples are אקבט (CAI 
passim) ≈ StA ةقبط ‘level’ and איוודא (CAI 7a, 12) ‘medications’. Hary (1992:89) considers this 
feature to be a possible reflection of the influence of the Babylonian Talmud which used this 
kind of spelling both in Hebrew and Aramaic. 
5.1.4.5 Hypo-correction: Otiose ᵓalif 
The CAI scribe writes the 3rd person plural ᵓalif zāᵓida (otiose ᵓalif, او-) according to StA 
conventions, but uses the NStC variant gu228 for the verb, thus exhibiting hypo-correction:  י  פ
אוג (CAI 7a, 2) ≈ StA اوؤاجف StC fa-gum ‘then/so they came, arrived’. Based on Hary 
(1992:91) and Wagner’s (2010:51) findings, marking of this particular ᵓalif is rare, if not 
never attested in this period. The fact that the CAI scribe applies the otiose ᵓalif supports the 
notion of this particular scribe’s apparent stronger influence of StA in this manuscript than 
in those of GAM and KAR. The scribes of the latter two manuscripts use the NStC variant gu 
                                              
227 Hary 1992:91f. 
228 More examples and a discussion on this variant can be found in chapter 5.2.3.3ii. 
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in the corresponding part of the text, conjugated (correctly) according to the spoken variety, 
in וגיפ (GAM 5a, 16) and ו  גפ (KAR 3a, 11). 
5.1.4.6 tāᵓ marbūṭa in the constructive state 
The tāᵓ marbūṭa in the constructive state can be found written as t when in the constructive 
state (only written as t plene in StA when directly followed by a suffix) in all three 
manuscripts (which is typical Late Egyptian JA orthographic feature229). Examples are  יפ
תדומ ןירשע הנס  (KAR 2b, 8) ‘for a period of twenty years’, דסא ןימ ףﭏ תיברד ףיס  (GAM 7b, 12); 
דשא ןמ ףﭏ  ֗צתבר ףיס  (KAR 5a, 4; CAI 10a, 8-9) ‘stronger that one thousand strokes from a 
sword’ and תירכס תומﭏ  (GAM 5b, 16) ‘the intoxication of death’.  
The KAR manuscript displays the following indefinite numeral, התס¨הו  גו  (KAR 4a, 3) ‘six 
faces’ where the genitive construction is indicated by two dots between the final tāᵓ marbūṭa 
and the following noun. Here, either Hebrew orthography or early Judaeo-Arabic writing 
traditions are followed,230 which means that the construct state is spelled with t, or the 
manuscripts are merely exhibiting the spoken variety. The spelling of tāᵓ marbūṭa with two 
dots on top of it, even in the case of a genitive construction, has almost completely 
disappeared from Late Egyptian JA orthography.231 
5.2 Morphology 
The terms root, root consonant, pattern and stem will be used in the following.232 As I have 
two main purposes for this paper—to identify and describe typical NStC (or EgJA) diverging 
                                              
229 cf. Hary 1992:92 
230 See Wagner 2010:39f. 
231 Hary 1992:92 
232 Arabic words can be reduced to a root (e.g. f-ᶜ-l), normally consisting of three root consonants (R¹=ف, R²=ع 
and R³=ل), which together with the word’s vocalic pattern (faᵓala vs. fāᵓil vs. mafᶜūl etc.), fulfill the most 
important semantic and grammatical functions. The term stem is used when referring to the different classical 
verbforms I to X (e.g. II. stem, known as faᶜᶜala and IV. stem, known as ᵓafᶜala). 
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from the StC variety in 19th-century Cairo, and to identify MA literary standards by 
comparison to literary StA. Features with little or no comparative importance for this 
purpose will not be taken into consideration. Whether a certain phenomenon represents a 
pseudo-correction, a written MA standard, a unique NStC or EgJA form, individual written 
or spoken preferences, or merely a type error, may often be difficult to assert. 
5.2.1 Pronouns 
5.2.1.1 Personal pronouns 
In addition to StA personal pronouns found throughout, typical StC pronouns are also 
attested in two of the manuscripts: 1st person plural חאהנ  (GAM 8b, 5); אנחא (KAR 5b, 7) ≈ 
StA ُِنْحَن StC ᵓiḥna ‘we’ and 2nd person plural ותנא (KAR 5b, 7; 5b, 14) ≈ StA متنأ StC ᵓintu 
‘you’.233 
In CAI, there is one example of 2nd person singular masculine, written יתנאו ישאמ  (CAI 12a, 
6) ≈ StC wi-ᵓinta māši ‘while you were walking’ (from the part of the story where the Earth 
has just swallowed the dead sultan). Surprisingly, the pronoun is spelled with final, feminine 
yāᵓ, and followed by a masculine active participle, ישאמ ‘walking’. The corresponding parts of 
the GAM and KAR manuscript reads התנאו יסאמ  (GAM 9b, 1-2); אתנאו ישאמ  (KAR 6a, 9), i.e. 
they both display gender agreement (masculine pronoun + masculine participle). It is hard 
to say if we are dealing with a type error, an occurrence of ᵓimāla, or due to other dialectal, 
communal or individual peculiarities here. 
5.2.1.2 Affixed pronouns 
For the 3rd person masculine affixed pronoun, StC and many other Arabic dialects show h-
less alternants of StA -hu. This feature is attested in two of the manuscripts: סארו  (CAI 8a, 6) 
                                              
233 These are a typical written 19th century JA features, cf. Wagner 2010:70f. 
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≈ StA هسأر ‘his head’ and ונימי (GAM 6a, 14; 6b, 6; CAI 8a, 11) ≈ StA هنيمي ‘his right’. StA 
affixed pronouns have certain rules for their pronunciation and spelling depending on the 
environment, e.g. if the vowel -i, -ī or -ay (usually found as an ending of the genitive case), 
precedes the affixed pronoun, then the 3rd person -u changes into -i (hu>hi, hum>him, 
hunna>hinna). The pronouns are rarely affected this way in dialects like StC, as illustrated 
in CAI: ןמ ומאלכ  (CAI 4b, 5) ≈ StA نم لاك ِه  م , but StC min kalāmu ‘from his statement, remark’. 
Nevertheless, in the corresponding passage of the two other manuscripts, we find ןמ והימלכ  
(GAM 3b, 2); והימאלכ ןמ (KAR 1b, 12), as well as (in all three manuscripts) םוהיניעו (KAR 4b, 
1); םוהינעו (CAI 9a, 10) ≈ StA م  هينيعو ‘(and) their eyes’ and םוהידייא (GAM 7a, 3; 7a, 16); םוהידיא 
(KAR 4b, 2) ≈ StA  ِهيديأم  ‘their hands’, exhibiting a degree of regularity, as the feature occur 
in all three manuscripts. These examples (which are just a few out of dozens of others 
throughout the manuscripts) presumably display a remarkable hypo-correction, where the 
genitive state of kalām (>kalāmi-, due to the preceding preposition) is correctly treated 
according to StA, however not the 3rd person suffix vowel change.234 A similar feature is 
discussed e.g. in Khan (2006:55), albeit in the occurrence of -hu after the prepositions li- ‘to, 
for’, fī ‘in’ and ᵓin / ᵓan ‘that’, which is not attested in my material. 
5.2.1.3 Demonstrative pronouns 
In StC and NStC we find the usual demonstratives da, di and dōl.235 It is possible that ḏā/dā 
is a typical MA form, reflecting both the vernacular pronoun but also the StA ḏā.236 None of 
                                              
234 I have found only a few attestation of this pronoun written according to the StA rules: יהתווש  ג ןמ (KAR 8b, 12-
13) ≈ StA نم هَتيْشَغ  ‘from his unconsciousness’ (also written יתוש  ג [KAR 8b, 15] two sentences below) and possibly 
םהידאייא (CAI 9a, 11) ≈ StA م  هيديأ ‘their hands’. The retention of h in -hā is also attested in the manuscripts, likely 
resembling StA spelling. 
235 cf. Blanc 1974:216. The demonstratives dih and deh are found in Old StC, e.g. in Willmore 1905:108, but not 
in later grammars of StC like Woidich 2006a:44 
236 Wagner 2010:76 
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these are attested in isolated form in any of the three manuscripts.237 However, in 
combination with definite article al-, we find תאייחלד (GAM 10b, 1; 10b, 2; KAR 7a, 1) ‘those 
snakes’ and לד באדע ולוכ ןמ רתוכ ךּבונד  (KAR 5b, 11-12) ‘all of this pain is for the load of your 
sins’. In contrast with StC, where the demonstrative is usually placed after the noun, this 
(presumably) literary dialectal style of Egyptian Arabic238 places the demonstrative before 
the noun. Also, the demonstrative ḏālika dī is attested (in GAM), which is neither a StA form 
nor does it represent dialectal usage. Rather, it is a typical feature of MA.239 Examples of this 
feature, found in GAM, are רומוקלד ךּﭏד (GAM 10b, 8; 12b 6-7) ≈ StA روملأا كلاذ ‘those things, 
matters’ and םלכלד ךּ?ﭏז? (GAM 4a, 7) ≈ StA ملاكلا كلاذ ‘that statement, saying’. 
Occasionally, demonstratives found in the GAM and KAR manuscripts violate Arabic general 
rules for agreement in gender and number between subject and predicate (or as part of the 
subject), probably due to hypo-correction. Examples are  אדה תצק ﭏ המגמג (GAM 3a, 1-2); אדה 
איה תצק המ  גמ  גﭏ  (KAR 1a, 1-2) ‘this is The Story of the Skull’ and אדה אינודﭏ  (KAR 5a, 9; 5a, 13) 
‘this world’. 
5.2.1.4 Relative pronouns 
StA has six to seven different relative pronouns, and their form all depend on the preceding 
noun gender, number, whether it is human or non-human, and sometimes case (which 
inflects the two dual forms, i.e. nominative allaḏāni vs. genitive/accusative allaḏayni). 
Interestingly, the relative pronouns found in three manuscripts are almost exclusively 
treated as if succeeding a masculine noun in the singular, i.e. allaḏī, even if they do not. In 
                                              
237 In isolated cases, the manuscripts all display variants of StA اذه and هذه. 
238 cf. Khan 2006:56 
239 Wagner 2010:10 
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other words they are fossilized and not inflected for gender or number.240 As far as I can see, 
different phonological variants of allaḏī are the only forms attested,241 with only two 
exceptions: One occurrence of יתﭏ (CAI 17b, 3) ≈ StA يتلا (following non-human plural וﭏע  פאו  
‘his acts, deeds’), and one of ילﭏ (GAM 10a, 11) ≈ StC ᵓilli, which is known to replace all 
other relative pronouns irrespective of the preceding noun gender, number, case etc., as it 
does in in StC and many other Arabic dialects. 
Examples of the typical deviations from StA rules are (when succeeding a masculine noun in 
the plural) םיראגלל ידלﭏ וריגתי  (GAM 9b, 15) ‘for those who converted to Judaism’, סאנﭏ ידﭏ ונאכ 
אייﭏוח (KAR 4b, 8-9 ‘the people (who were) around me’, י  דﭏל ור  פכי  (CAI 13b, 13-14a, 2) ‘for 
those who sacrilege …’, (when succeeding a fem. noun in the singular or a non-human 
plural) עבאסו האבת ידלﭏו יה םאנהג  (GAM 11a, 9-10) ‘and the seventh level, which is Jahannam’, 
עימ  ג יﭏעפא ידﭏ אהתלעפ  (KAR 5a, 12) ‘all the deeds (that) I had conducted’ and רומאﭏ אהלוכ י  דﭏ  
(CAI 16a, 9) ‘all the things that…’. 
5.2.1.5 Interrogative pronouns 
(i) The particles ᵓēš ‘what’ and kēf / kīf ‘how’. NStC has retained the interrogative 
particles ᵓēš ‘what’, kēf or kīf ‘how’ (and lēš ‘why’,), which have fallen out of use in StC.242 
We find examples of ᵓēš in two of the manuscripts (GAM and KAR) as in שיאו הנעמ  (GAM 6b, 
2); שיאו ינעמ  (KAR 4a, 6) ‘what is the meaning (of)’, and kēf or kīf in all three: ףיכ יתיקר  (GAM 
10b, 14; KAR 7a, 9; CAI 13b, 8) ‘how did you find, how did you see’). Blau (2002:36) 
suggests that the post-StA/New Arabic feature ᵓayy šayᵓ (with time > ᵓēš, as found in many 
                                              
240 cf. Khan 2006:56 
241 All the attested forms are ידלﭏ, ידלא, יזלﭏ, י  דﭏ (in GAM), ידﭏ (in KAR), י  דﭏ and יתﭏ (in CAI). 




Arabic dialects today) at one point started superseding StA mā as interrogative pronoun 
because of the heavy functional load of mā as a negative particle. 
It is difficult to know if kēf or kīf is reflecting a NStC (or EgJA) feature or merely StA; most 
plausibly it reflects the latter. Nevertheless, interrogative ᵓēš placed at the beginning of the 
phrase instead of at the end (as in StC), is in agreement with Rosenbaum’s findings 
(2002b:38). 
(ii) Interrogative particle māḏā + noun. māḏā ‘what’, which is usually found in StA 
in sentences introducing a verb, is attested once in the CAI manuscript introducing a noun, 
in תנעמ ה  דאמו (CAI 8b, 2) ≈ StA ىنعم امو ‘(and) what is the meaning of…’,243 probably due to 
hyper-correction. 
5.2.2 The noun 
5.2.2.1 Number constructions 
The StC diphthong ayy / eyy in meyya (≈ StA ةئ  م) ‘hundred’ is attested in GAM and KAR. 
When in in a construct state (e.g. before a numbered noun), GAM exhibits the StC alternant 
תימ (GAM 4a, 14) whereas KAR displays תיאמ (KAR 2b, 2) which is either influenced by the 
orthography of the StA rasm امةئ , or displaying a NStC variant of the lexeme where the 
diphthong may have been retained also in the construct state. The following examples 
exhibit the feature (when in isolated form and when in a construct state, respectively): ונאכ 
ובכרי הייאעמ תימעברא ףלﭏ ראבג  (GAM 4a, 14-15) ≈ StA وناك نوبكري يعم أعبر ةئم فلا را بج  ‘with me 
was four hundred thousand strong men’; עברא תיאמ ףﭏ  (KAR 2b, 2) ‘four hundred thousand’, 
                                              
243 Note also the word ىنعم ‘meaning’, written hyper-correctly according to words with final tāᵓ marbūṭa and as if 
in a construct state. 
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as opposed to היימעברא ןיעבסו םע  (GAM 5a, 13-14) ≈ StA أعبر ةئم نيعبسو ماع  ‘four hundred and 
seventy years’; עברא איאמ יעבסון  (KAR 3a, 9) ‘four hundred and seventy’. 
5.2.3 The verb 
In what follows, relevant StA, StC, and to some extent the substandard stems are retained 
(see table below). Their designations are as follows (StA and StC equivalents are written in 
parenthesis in some of the designations):244 
I. stem II. stem 
ġasal / yiġsil ‘to wash’ tabbil / yitabbil ‘to season’ 
širib / yišṛab ‘to drink’ naḍḍaf / yinaḍḍaf ‘to clean’ 
xuluṣ / yixlaṣ ‘to be finished’  
t-I. stem (≈ StA VIII) t-II. stem (≈ StA V) 
ᵓitġasal / yitġisil ‘to be washed’ ᵓittabbil / yittabbil ‘to be seasoned’ 
s-I. stem (≈ StC t-I) II/X. stem (≈ StC t-II) 
ᵓisgamaᶜ / yisgimiᶜ ‘to gather (intr.)’ ᵓisḥaṭṭiṭ / yisḥaṭṭiṭ ‘to be lowered’ 
n-I. stem (≈ StA VII)  
ᵓinbasaṭ / yinbisiṭ ‘to enjoy oneself’  
 
5.2.3.1 nfᶜl nfᶜlū 
Western Arabic (North Africa, Malta and medieval Spain and Sicily) display 1st person 
singular nfᶜl and plural nfᶜlū as opposed to the Eastern Arabic, that have the 1st person 
                                              
244 Their designations are very much alike those presented in Woidich’s Das Kairenisch-Arabische (2006a:66ff.). I 
have slightly modified the names of the stems, tentatively added the NStC or EgJA s-I. and s-II. stem, and 
included his I. stem xuluṣ / yixlaṣ ‘to be finished’ found in Woidich 2006b. 
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prefixes a- for singular and n- for plural. Thus, nekteb ‘I (shall) write’ and nektebū ‘we (shall) 
write’ is typical for the Western type paradigm (N-forms), whereas akteb and nekteb are 
typically Eastern (A-forms).245 We find examples of 1st person singular nfᶜl (albeit no 
occurrences of nfᶜlū) in all three manuscripts: לגאל המ נ>..<ךּב  (GAM 3b, 14); ל  גאל אמ ךּבוא  גנ  
(KAR 2a, 7) ‘in order (for me) to answer you’, דיצלל ער>..< ב?כ?רנ יגנ המל תנוכ (GAM 4a, 12-
13); תנוכו אמל י  גנ בכרנ עלטנו דיצלל  (KAR 2a, 15-2b, 1); תנוכו אמל בכרנ עלטנו דיצלל  (CAI 5a, 13-14) 
‘(then) when I went out riding, going for a hunt’, ליס  גתנל (KAR 3a, 10) ‘in order (for me) to 
clean myself’ and ןאירעﭏ יסכנו >..<א>..<?ט?עﭏ יקסנו ןאעיגﭏ םאעתנ תנוכ (GAM 4b, 11-12);  תנוכ
םעטנ ןאעי  גﭏ יקסנו ןאשטעלא  (KAR 2b, 11-12); תנוכ םעטא ןאעיגﭏ יסכנו ןאירעﭏ  (CAI 6a, 3-4, exhibiting 
both the A-form, and the N-form for the singular) ‘I used to feed the hungry, give drink to 
the thirsty and clothe the naked’. 
Blanc (1974:211) points out a tendency of both akteb and nekteb for the singular appearing 
together in the same context. Notwithstanding, one should also consider the fact that 
although being an exclusive Jewish communal feature within Cairo, the typical A-form and 
N-form both occur in Lower as well as Upper Egypt, in urban as well as rural areas, in 
sedentary as well as Bedouin varieties, and in gāl-dialects as well as qāl-dialects246—hence it 
is not an exclusive Jewish feature. 
(i) The social status of the N-form. In his 1974 article, Blanc points to the fact that 
the servant girl in Muḥammad ᶜUṯmān Jalāl’s adaptation of Moliere’s Les Femmes Savantes 
(1889/90) is corrected by her mistress when saying ᵓanā mā niᶜrafūš ‘I don’t know it’ 
(1974:214). This is a useful hint as to the social status of such forms, knowing that all three 
manuscripts presented in this paper display N-form in the singular. In the case of CAI, we 
know from the manuscript’s colophon that it was of like vintage as Les Femmes Savantes: 
                                              
245 Blanc 1974:206 
246 According to Blanc (1974:211). 
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رصم خيرات ٣٤ ربمفون ٣٨٨١ عبس نونامثو ةيجنرفا  (3a, 4-5) ‘Egypt, November 17th 1887 eighty-seven, 
Gregorian calendar’. W. Max Müller, the first one to notice both the geographical 
distribution and the social status of the N-forms, (Müller 1903:180 apud. Blanc 1974:214) 
appointed the N-form in 1st person singular to Gurna in the Qina province, but also to 
Alexandria and peasant women near Cairo. Of a lady he heard using the N-form, he said that 
she spoke “consistently in the same odd fashion as the Arab ladies”247 (id.). 
5.2.3.2 b/m-imperfect 
The b/m-imperfect is not attested at all in StA, but widely in a number of Arabic dialects. It 
is attested in Judaeo-Arabic sources as early as the 12th century, and in Muslim sources in 
the 15th century. Nonetheless, according to Davies (1981:235) earlier use of the bi-imperfect 
here do not resemble its role e.g. in today’s StC, i.e. expression of habit and of present 
progressive meaning.  
This aspectual prefix is attested once in each of the three manuscripts where it is found in 
the same, corresponding part of the story, in accordance with modern use i.e. expressing 
habit present progressive meaning. The fact that it is attested in the same place in all three 
manuscripts, and only once in each one, suggests that the use of the bi-imperfect is not 
widespread in writing, albeit very consistent (note that the example from CAI displays the 
m-imperfect, most probably due to assimilation): ינאל הנא יסקנב ךּיפ  (GAM 9b, 1); אנא יסאקנב ךּיפ  
(KAR 6a, 9); יסאקנמ ךּי  פ  (CAI 12a, 6) ≈ StA ي ساُقأ ‘(because I) am suffering you, enduring you’.  
                                              
247 Translated from German. 
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5.2.3.3 I. stem 
(i) 1st person faᶜalit. We find some attestations in GAM and KAI of 1st person 
conjugations in the perfect tense akin to StC faᶜalit248 (i.e. StC epenthetic vowel i, as opposed 
to StA َِْتَلَعف), in תיעזפ (GAM 7a, 11) ≈ StC fazzaᶜit ‘I frightened’, תיעקו (GAM 7b, 2; 7b, 9; CAI 
9b, 12) ≈ StC waqaᶜit ‘I fell down’ and תירתובו (GAM 11b, 4) ≈ StA َِْتل  طَب StC biṭilit ‘she/they 
became inactive, out of work’. 
(ii) 3rd person. Verbs in the 3rd person feminine sometimes have conjugations akin 
to StC faᶜalit (StA َِْتَلَعف), like תיעגר יחור איילﭏ  (GAM 8a, 2) ≈ StC ragaᶜit rūḥī ᵓilayya ‘my soul 
came back to me’, revealing the typical StC epenthetic vowel i in plene. 
3rd person plural agreement in in number is found preceding the subject, a hyper-correction 
violating the rules governing StA249 as well as StC250: In the GAM and CAI manuscripts, וﭏק 
replaces StA لاق in וﭏק המלועﭏ  (GAM 3a, 4; CAI 4a, 3) ‘the learned said’. Furthermore, the 3rd 
person plural is occasionally used to denote StA non-human plural in GAM, e.g. יננסאו וככס  
(GAM 5b, 15) ≈ StC wi-snānī tšakkaku, but StA ِْتَكُش ينانسأ  ‘and my teeth (was) stinged’. 
There are some attestations of NStC and EgJA gu or guᵓ instead of StC gum, ‘they came’251 as 
in וגיפ (GAM 5a, 16; 5b, 3); וג (GAM 7b, 13); ו  גפ (KAR 3a, 11; 3a, 13) י  פ אוג  (CAI 7a, 2) 
‘(then/so) they came’. However, as Blanc (1974:215) and Rosenbaum (2002b:38) notes, this 
feature is retained also in other NStC varieties. Relevant to this feature, we have a co-
                                              
248 This is another example of plene written anaptyxis between StA consonant clusters, as discussed in chapter 
5.1.3.5. 
249 If the verb precedes the subject, there is always agreement in gender, but not in number between them, viz. 
ḏahaba r-rijālu ᵓilā hunāk ‘the men went there’, cf. Schulz 2000:58f. 
250 As a general rule in StC, the definite subject precedes the verb, and agrees in gender and number, as ir-rigāla 
yištaġalu ‘the men work’. See e.g. Willmore 1905:275f. 
251 According to Rosenbaum (2002a:126; 2002b:38), the Cairene variant gu was retained only by Jews after the 
beginning of the 20th century within Cairo. 
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occurrence of StC final -u and -um in the manuscripts, the forms with final -m being the 
socially lower variants.252 One example is וסׅגו (KAR 3b, 2) vs. םוסגו (GAM 5b, 8) ≈ StA او سج 
‘they examined’. 
(iii) Glottal stop as a first radical. In StC conjugation of R¹=ء verbs, the hamza is 
sometimes omitted in the perfect (e.g. StA ُِتلكأ > StC kalt ‘I ate’). I have not found 
attestations of this in the manuscripts, but rather correct conjugations according to StA rules 
(e.g. ינודכא instead of ינודכ ‘they took’). Nevertheless, a very interesting effect of the omitted 
hamza is the possible affiliation with some R¹=ق verbs—due to the pronunciation of qāf as a 
glottal stop (see chapter 5.1.2.18). In turn, we find one possible attestation of a R¹=ق verb 
(where qāf is represented by hamza), conjugated as if they were StC R¹=ء verbs,253 i.e. first 
radical yields phonemic zero initially. The example found is ינודעו (GAM 8b, 12)254 ≈ StC wi-
ᵓaᶜadūnī ‘(and) they made me sit down’,255 but one should not forget the possibility of a type 
error, especially as the StC verb ‘cause to sit’ is from II. stem qaᶜᶜad,256 a stem in which 
initial zero never occurs, as far as I am aware. 
(iv) Tertiae hamzatae. A common JA feature according to Blau (1999a:74) is the 
disappearance of hamza when not preceding a vowel, as َכْאס  >َכסא  ‘cup’, leading to the 
plural סאוכא, according to the pattern באב ‘door’ באובא. Consequently, one may find tertiae 
hamzatae verbs that have passed into tertiae yāᵓ (like in םל רקא  ‘I did not read’).  
                                              
252 See e.g. Woidich 2006a:82 
253 A survey of primae hamzatae verbs from 19th century StC is presented in Spitta 1880:219ff. 
254 As opposed to ינודעקו (CAI 11a, 14). 
255 The fact that the verb (here conjugated akin to verbs of the I. stem) is used in a causative way can be 
explained by that the choice of verbal themes, in general, is not always in accordance with StA usage. Sometimes 
I. stem form is used instead of the IV., cf. Blau (1967:§51.2; 2002:38). More on this below (in chapter 5.2.3.3v). 
256 cf. Badawī and Hinds 1986:710 
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Although being a mere StC feature (and characteristic of MA with regard to syntax), one 
example of this phenomenon is found in the present material: םל ודהי םוהבאוד היילע  (GAM 7a, 
5) ≈ StA مل اوؤدهي  ‘they did not calm down’ (as opposed to אדהוי [KAR 4b, 3]; אדהי [CAI 9a, 
12]). Here, StA negation particle lam257 is hypo-correctly followed by StC yihdu instead of 
the conventionally correct StA jussive equivalent اوؤدهي.  
(v) I. stem ≈ IV stem. One example found in the manuscripts displaying the 
dichotomy I. stem vs. IV stem is אמל  פ קא  פ ןמ ותווש  ג  (CAI 16a, 10-11) vs. המליפ קאפא ןימ ותשוג  
(KAR 12b, 8-9); אמלפ קאפא ןמ יהתווש  ג  (KAR 8b, 12-13) ≈ StA امدنع قافأ نم هتيشغ  but StC lammā fāᵓ 
min ġašayānu ‘when he recovered from his unconsciousness’. Regarding StC, we know that 
the IV. stem is rarely or never attested.258 Conversely, as mentioned in Blau (1967:§51.2; 
2002:38), the choice of verbal stem in JA texts is not always in accordance with standard 
usage. In cases of StA IV. stem, it is sometimes conjugated according to the I. stem. He notes 
that the feature is especially frequent in R²=و/ي (which is also the case in the examples 
above) and R²=R³ verbs. Unfortunately, because StA and StC use two different verbal stems 
(StA قافأ vs. StC fāᵓ) to denote the same semantic meaning ‘to return to one’s normal state of 
consciousness’, as do the manuscripts (they display both קאפא and קא  פ), it is not possible to 
conclude any further regarding whether we are dealing with a typical written or a typical 
spoken variant. 
5.2.3.4 II. stem 
(i) Mediae infirmae. In CAI (7a, 4), the II. stem verb ינוקוו  פי ≈ StA يَننوق   وُفي ‘revive, 
wake me up (plural)’ has conjugation akin to II. stem R²=و verbs found in StA and StC. 
Nevertheless, in the other two manuscripts, the verb is conjugated as R²=ي verbs, although 
                                              
257 The negation particle lam is discussed in chapter 5.3.1. 
258 cf. Woidich 2006a:66ff. 
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the root is f-w-q: ינוקיפי (GAM 5b, 2); ינוקייפי (KAR 3b, 13). I have yet to find this form attested 
in the StC variety, however it is not unusual for roots with R²=و to interchange with R²=ي. 
5.2.3.5 The passive stems 
The fact that there are so few internal passives appearing in the corpus (e.g. along the 
pattern fuᶜila / yufᶜalu), confirms its closeness to the spoken variety. Below, the extant 
passives are presented: 
(ii) t-I. stem (≈ StA VIII). ליענתא (GAM 12a, 8); לענתא (CAI 15b, 3), ≈ StC ᵓitniᶜil ‘be 
shoed, take shoes on (imperative)’ is an example of what may be referred to as the reflexive-
passive t-I. stem. Another example of the t-I. stem is ועמ  גתא  (KAI 3b, 1) ≈ StC ᵓitgamaᶜu ‘they 
gathered (intransitive)’, a verb also attested in the s-I. and n-I. stem stem (below).  
(ii) t-II. stem (≈ StA V). ערתא יפ  (GAM 3a, 9) ≈ StC iṭṭallaᶜ fī ‘to look closely at’ 
represents V. stem reflecting initial prosthetic ᵓalif259 or what may be referred to as the 
transitive t-II. stem260 or the itfaᶜᶜal form.261 Blau (1999a:70) suggests that the reason for this 
is the shortening of the a in the first syllable, which in turn leads to prosthetic ᵓalif being 
introduced, as illustrated in َתّעפל\َתלעאפ  > ْתّעפל\ْתלעאפ  > ّעפתאל\לעאפתא . Another example 
from the manuscripts is ומדקתאו (CAI 9b, 3) ≈ StA اوم دقت ‘they came forth’. 
(iii) s-I. and II/X. stem (≈ StC t-I. and t-II). The s-I. stem (probably related to the 
StC reflexive-passive t-I. stem) is attested a once, in ועמגסא (GAM 5b, 6) ≈ StC ᵓitgamaᶜu ‘they 
gathered (intr.)’. The II/X. stem262 (probably related to the StC transitive t-II. stem) is 
                                              
259 See e.g. Blau 1967:§58, 62; Wagner 2010:83 
260 cf. Woidich 2006a:67 
261 cf. Hary 1992:287 




attested three times, once in each manuscript: ינוטטחסי263 (GAM 10a, 2; 10a 5); ינוטטחשי (KAR 
6b, 9; CAI 12b, 10); ינוטטחשו (KAR 6b, 6; CAI 12b, 7) ≈ StC ᵓitḥaṭṭaṭ ‘they lowered me’. 
(iv) n-I. stem (≈ StA VII). The passive n-I. stem (which is equivalent of the StA VII. 
stem) is attested once, in מגנאוע  (CAI 7a, 8) ≈ StC ᵓitgamaᶜu ‘they gathered (intr.)’, revealing 
a rather StA influence when compared to the manuscript’s corresponding parts: There, we 
find StC t-I. stem ועמ  גתא  (KAI 3b, 1) and the subtandard, possibly EgJA s-I. stem ועמגסא (GAM 
5b, 6). 
(v) The verb אדעות: Internal passive or hypo-correct V. stem? A puzzling conjugation 
to which I cannot find an explanation, appears in CAI, namely אדעות. I can only guess here, 
but we are either dealing with either an internal passive َِد  ُعت ‘was promised’ (conjugated 
incorrectly in the feminine) or a hypo-correct V. stem, in אדעות (CAI 13b, 4) tạᶜadda (with 
emphatic a in first syllable, as attested in הﭏעות [CAI passim] ≈ StA ىلاَعت StC taᶜāla ‘[God, 
praised and] exalted is He’ and םאעוט [CAI 14b, 11] ≈ StC ṭaᶜām ‘food’, cf. chapter 5.1.3.) 
incorrectly interpreted as t-I. stem *ᵓitdaᶜa > iddaᶜa (instead of VIII. stem ᵓidtaᶜa > ᵓiddaᶜa), 
and consequently imitating StA IV. stem *ى دعت (in StA, the verb only exists in the VIII. stem, 
thus StA ىّعدا StC ᵓiddaᶜa) ‘he claimed, asserted’. The same verb occurs correctly according to 
StC rules in ותעדא (GAM 10b, 9) ‘she claimed it’, but has seemingly undergone metathesis in 
אֵדעתא (KAR 7a, 6). 
                                              





5.3.1.1 Negation of past actions and past perfect 
(i) lam + perfect negating a completed action. StA lam + jussive / ma + verb in 
the perfect tense (negating a completed action) is replaced by lam + verb in the perfect 
tense in all three manuscripts, e.g. םל תנוכ  (GAM 4a, 9; KAR 2a, 14; CAI 5a, 11) ‘I was not’ 
and םל תרדק יננא סודא  (CAI 15a, 14) ‘I was not able to get in’, probably due to hypo-correction 
that has undergone standardization. Khan (1991:231f.; 2006:40; 56f.), Hary (1992:294) and 
Wagner (2010:135) confirms this use of lam,264 and its frequent occurrence in Later and 
Modern Egyptian JA sources. Yet, Khan notes that lam as a negating particle is unlikely to 
correspond to the spoken variety, but that is may have its roots in an earlier period of the 
development of the variety, possibly an Arabic dialectal literary language that was in 
general use in Ottoman Egypt.265 
(ii) lam + imperfect + šī negating a completed action. We also find the use of lam 
+ verb in the imperfect tense + šī negating a past action, in םל ינע  פני איש  (CAI 7a, 11); םל 
יש ינעפני (KAR 3b, 3); יס ינעפני םל266 (GAM 5b, 10) ‘it did not work for me’, pointing to some 
sort of hyper-correction, viz. StA lam + StA jussive tense + hypo-correct šī. It is very 
surprising to find lam + imperfect + šī negating a completed action, especially because the 
same is attested in all three manuscripts in the same part of the story. These examples 
strengthen the notion of standardized forms losing their pseudo-correct status, within small 
                                              
264 They also confirm the frequent use of lam in combination with the imperfect tense, negating present actions 
(see chapter 5.1.3.2). 
265 Khan 2006:40 
266 עפנא םל (GAM 5b, 8-9) ‘it (?) didn’t work for me’ (transitive עפנא used intransitively, possibly due to hyper-
correction) is also attested, corresponding to the same part of the story. 
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social groups and sometimes significantly larger ones.267 Moreover, Wagner (2010:141) has 
no attestations of this construction ever used in that way in her study on epistolary writing 
from the same period. 
(iii) laysa + perfect negating a completed action. In StA, negated copula laysa ‘not 
to be’ is regarded as being in the present tense, though it is conjugated analogously to the 
perfect tense.268 The manuscripts GAM and KAR, however, contain another use of the 
particle, as in laysa + verb in the perfect tense, most probably reflecting StA lam + jussive 
/ ma + verb in the perfect tense for negating a completed action:  סילפ תרדא (GAM 12a, 6); 
סילפ תרדק  (KAR 8a, 12) ≈ StA ملف عطتسا  ‘so I was not able’. Here, laysa behaves as if 
grammaticalized in the 3rd person form, functioning merely as a negation particle. 
(iv) lam + kāna (perfect) + perfect negating past perfect. In StA, negation particle 
lam + kāna (jussive) + verb in the imperfect tense is used to negate a completed action in 
the past which took place prior to another action also in the past (past perfect). Yet, in GAM 
and KAR, lam + kāna (perfect) + verb in the perfect tense is used for this purpose, as 
attested in the following example: ךּדَכא היובא ןאכ םלו ינית?ב?ג יתנוכ םל ימוקאי ךֵּתיראי (GAM 9a, 5-7) 
‘O Mother, I wish you had never given birth to me, and that my father had never taken your 
hand’; אי ימוא תיראי םל יתנוכ יניתדלו  (KAR 6a, 2-3) ‘O Mother, I wish you had never given birth 
to me’. This hypo-correct feature is characterized by the incorrect use of the StA rules 
governing kāna. In CAI, another negation of past perfect is attested: lā + kāna (perfect) + 
verb in the imperfect tense, in אל תנוכ יכבת  (CAI 14a, 10) ‘you would not have cried…’. 
                                              
267 Hary 1992:67 
268 Schulz 2000:99 
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5.3.1.2 Negation of present (and future) actions 
(i) (wa-) lam + imperfect (+ šī / bi-šī) negating present and future. It is likely 
that (wa-) lam + verb in the imperfect tense is used to negate present and future actions 
(StA lā + imperfect / lan + subjunctive / sawfa + lā + imperfect269), as attested in  עפני םלו
ןאסנאﭏ יפ َכאﭏהר  (GAM 13b, 4-5; KAR 9b, 1) ‘nothing will help Man on the last day’ (as 
compared to אלו ע  פני ןאסנאﭏ ﭏ  פ  ֗אהר  כ  [CAI 17a, 12-13]). We also find (wa-)lam + verb in the 
imperfect tense + bi-šī, probably used to negate present and future actions as well, like in  
ישב םאדנﭏ םוהעפני םלו270 (GAM 11b, 6-7; KAR 7b, 12-13) ‘and the regretfullness does not help 
them one bit’, יזלﭏ הצעוי הלע והבר הלו ﭏעפי יש ה  צור  (GAM 12b, 15) ‘the one who disobeys his 
Lord and does not please Him’. 
(ii) lā + imperfect + šī negating present and future. lā + verb in the imperfect 
tense + šī is used for negation of actions taking place in present and future (StC mā + 
imperfect + š, StA lā + imperfect), attested in הלו ﭏעפי יש  (GAM 12b, 15). lam + verb in the 
imperfect tense without šī is also used to negate present and future actions:  ﭏלי  ד אצעי הלﭏ םלו 
לע  פי (CAI 10b, 5-6) ‘for the one who disobeys God and does not do…’. 
(iii) mā +perfect + š / ši negating a terminated action. A well-known feature of 
StC is the discontinuous negative construction, composed of the preverbal mā (found in 
Arabic dialects, as well as StA), and the postverbal particle –š, resembling Old Arabic šayᵓ.271 
In all three manuscripts, we find examples of mā + šī negating present actions, like המו לעפי 
יס ה  צור  (KAR 7b, 1-2); המו לעפי יס הא  צור  (GAM 11a, 11) ‘and do not act according to His will’, 
as well as in the meaning of StA lam yaᶜud ‘to do something no more or no longer’ (i.e. 
negating a terminated action), found in אמ אקב הי  פ ًאיש ןמ הבייטﭏ  (CAI 7b, 6-7);  אמ אקב היפ יש 
                                              
269 בf. Schulz 2000:97 
270 Written םדנﭏ in KAR. 
271 See e.g. Lucas 2010:165 
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בייט (KAR 3b, 8-9); המ הקב יסיפ בייאט  (GAM 6a, 2) ‘there is nothing alive left (in him)’. The 
double stroke adjacent to final ᵓalif in ًאיש  (CAI 7b, 6) probably denotes an expression of 
accusative tanwīn ending -an, representing a StA form of a lexeme not found in StC. Thus, 
we may say that the three latter examples show, respectively, a development from 
conventional StA (the example from CAI), a more or less mixed style (the example from 
KAR), to vernacular (the example from GAM). It is plausible to assume that the examples 
(here and above), although being from the same period, reflect parts of earlier chronological 
development of negating present actions, at least in the case of postverbal particle –š, as 
(CAI) mᵓ bqᵓ fyh šyᵓan > (KAR) mᵓ bqᵓ fyh šy > (GAM) mh bqh fysy (fyšy). 
5.3.1.2 General negation and negated copula 
(i) (wa-) lam used in general negation. In the manuscripts, the particle lam is also 
used in general negation, lam + indefinite noun in the accusative with tanwīn (resembling 
StA lā / StC wa-lā + indefinite noun in the accusative [but without tanwīn, akin to StC]): 
םלו ןדחא םוהיקשי  (GAM 11b, 3); םלו דחא םוהיקסי  (CAI 14b, 4) ‘and no one is giving them 
anything to drink’ and םל ןדחא ינלזנ  (GAM 4b, 5); םל ינלזנ ןדחא  KAR 2b, 7 ‘no one (could) threw 
(/throw) me down’. 
(i) mā + li + noun as negated copula. mā + li + noun is attested as negated 
copula (StA laysa ‘not to be’) in all three manuscripts. One example is  םוכל המו ראנﭏ ריג םוכלאמ
םוכריג בטח אהל המו !אנﭏ! ריג >..<עוט (GAM 11b, 11-12) ‘there is nothing for you but the blazing 
Fire, there is no food for you but fire, and there is no firewood for Hell but you’. 
5.3.2 Nominal attribution 
The term nominal attribution refers to the adding of an independent complement to a noun 
which then becomes the head of a nominal phrase. Here, the compliment functions as a 
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semantic modifier to the meaning of the head noun.272 Genreally speaking, the genitive 
constructions (ᵓidāfa) and the noun-adjective phrase are the most common cases where we 
encounter nominal attribution. Some nominal phrases found in the manuscripts oppose 
traditional StA conventions (or resemble such constructions hypo-correctly), or exhibit 
irregular nominal attribution, as discussed in the following paragraphs. 
5.3.2.1 Omitted definite article in attributive adjunct in the construct state 
The phrase ךּﭏז ןיח  (GAM 8b, 14) ≈ StA كلذ نيحلا  ‘that time’ is an example of definite article 
omitted in an attributive adjunct in the construct state.273 Another construction attested, in 
another manuscript, is תמגמג דחאו תימ  (CAI 4a, 7) ‘a dead skull’, where the first term may be 
regarded as definite (because of the tāᵓ marbūṭa written in plene in the constructive state), 
but the second term does not agree in definiteness. 
5.3.2.2 Indefinite noun + definite qualifier 
Adjectives or participles functioning as adjectives that agree in determination with the noun 
to which it qualifies, are found frequently throughout the manuscripts. Nevertheless, we find 
equivalent constructions, albeit without the article on the governing noun, reminiscent of 
annexation for category, also referred to as noun-plus-noun annexation (e.g. in baytu l-
muqaddasi ‘the holy house’ [=Jerusalem]).274 Hary (1992:31f.) considers such a construction 
as part of a parallel development in later Semitic languages, referring to its existence inter 
alia in Mishnaic Hebrew ( תסנכ הלודגה  ‘The Big Assembly’), Classical Arabic ( بناج يبرغلا  ‘the 
western side’), Colloquial Palestinian (ᶜēn elbēḍa ‘the white spring’) and Maltese (Ghadira s-
Safra ‘the yellow pool’). According to Blanc, “[t]his [construction] has the effect of 
assimilating the noun-plus-qualifier sequence to a noun-plus-noun annexation or ‘construct 
                                              
272 Lehmann 1984:43f.; Goldenberg 1995:1f. apud Retsö 2009:3 
273 i.e. 2nd term of a genitive construction. 
274 The example taken from Retsö’s (2009:18). 
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phrase’ […]” (1964:126), and applies to fixed phrases, such as place names and expressions 
of time. Discussing Semitic nominal attribution in detail, Retsö (2009:18) also adresses the 
chances of the construction being a juxtaposed adjectival complement to a definite head 
noun which lacks the article (baytu l-muqaddasu), paralleling it to expressions in Biblical 
Hebrew like ḥåṣer hå-ᵓaḥæræt ‘the other court’.275 Conversely, he refers to examples attested 
in Arabic dialects from inter alia Dēr ez-Zōr, Tripoli, Jerusalem, Lebanon together with the 
Muslim, Christian and Jewish Baghdadi dialects, which do not necessarily apply to fixed 
phrases.276 The following examples are all definite adjectives or participles following an 
indefinite noun, yet whether they are fixed phrases or not is not clear. 
In all three manuscripts, ינאלפ (≈ StC fulāni or filāni, the adjectival equivalent of fulān277) is 
apparently used in an adjective compound seemingly as attributive adjunct, identified above 
as a definite qualifier following an indefinite noun: םוי לא ינאלפ תלעפ הדכ הדכו םויו ינאלפﭏ תלעפ 
הדכ הדכו  (GAM 8a, 11-12; KAR 5a, 13-14; CAI 10b, 9-10) ‘this (such and such) day you did 
so-and-so, and that (such and such) day you did so-and-so’. Interestingly, Blanc also notes 
that it may not be accidental that in the article-less constructions, the qualifiers have that in 
common that they have contrastive meaning, viz. “‘the older’ as opposed to the younger and 
‘the big’ as opposed to the smaller or lesser, ‘the right’ as opposed to the left, etc.” 
(1964:127), which may also be found in the example above, viz. ‘this such and such day’ as 
opposed to any random day. We also find ראנ הקרחומﭏ  (CAI 9b, 13) ‘the burning fire’, as 
opposed to (correctly according to StA conventions) הק!ק!חומ לא ראנﭏ (GAM 7b, 2) and  ןיֵכאלמ
ןילכותמﭏ הלע היינודﭏ  (CAI 10b, 3-4); ןיכﭏמ ןילכותמﭏ ילע אינודﭏ  (KAR 5a, 9-10) ‘angels assigned for 
the Earth’, as opposed to the corresponding phrase הכיﭏמ ידלא ןילכותמ הלע הינודﭏ  (GAM 8a, 4-5). 
                                              
275 In 1 Kgs 7.8. 
276 Retsö 2009:20ff. 
277 Hinds 1986:671 
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In the latter examples ( ראנ הקרחומﭏ  and ןיֵכאלמ ןילכותמﭏ הלע היינודﭏ ; ןיכﭏמ ןילכותמﭏ ילע אינודﭏ ) there 
is also a chance of definite article introducing the relative clause. In addition to the variants 
of StA allaḏī, we might be dealing with attestations of an indefinite noun followed by 
definite article al- serving as a relative pronoun. Whereas in the GAM manuscript, allaḏī is 
the preferred relative, the corresponding part of the two other manuscripts both exhibit al- 
possibly introducing the relative clause. On this topic, Retsö notes that “the article is 
prefixed directly to the clausal complement without the deictic element [...], thus a parallel 
to [kol ha-hiqdiš šmuᶜel ‘all that Samuel had sanctified’278] in Biblical Hebrew” (2009:18). 
5.3.3 Numerals 
5.3.3.1 Ordinal numbers 
The ordinal numbers found in the three manuscripts are not always in accordance with StA 
conventions. With regard to syntax, StA ordinal numbers are treated like adjectives, 
accordingly following the noun, and there is agreement in case, state, gender and number279 
(e.g. יסרוכﭏו ינאתﭏ  [GAM 9b, 13] ‘the second chair’). The ordinals may also precede the noun, 
as in ליוא יסרוכ  (GAM 9b, 12) ‘the first chair’, where the ordinal number is connected with the 
following noun in the form of a genitive construction.280 Conversely, the same passage in 
CAI reads יסארכ דחאווﭏ  (CAI 12a, 14), displaying a rather unusual ordinal number ‘first’, and 
another example of an indefinite noun followed by a definite qualifier, as illustrated above 
(in chapter 5.3.2.2). 
An interesting equivalent to the StA plural لئاوأ ‘first (plural)’ is attested in all three 
manuscripts, as ןינאלואﭏ (GAM 8a, 16); ןיינאלואﭏ (KAR 5b, 3); ןיינאלוואﭏ (CAI 11a, 3), referring 
                                              
278 1 Chron. 26.28. Transcription is written as it appears in Retsö 2009:12 
279 Schulz 2000:210 
280 The ordinal numbers for 1st (لوأ or ىلُوأ) are frequently connected with the following noun in the form of a 
genitive construction. See Schulz 2000:210 
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to ‘the first (ten) angels’, and found in the following part of the story: דעבו ךּﭏז וגרא  כ הכיﭏמﭏ 
ןינאלואﭏ ול  כאדו היילע הכיﭏמ ןיר  כוא  (GAM 8a, 15-8b, 1) ‘and after that, the first angels left and the 
other angels came’. It is plausible to assume that all three manuscripts render the exact same 
lexeme. ןיינאלוואﭏ, in CAI (11a, 3) gives the best phonological picture of the plural, as it 
displays double wāw (probably a diphthong) and double yāᵓ (possibly iy + ī). I have not 
succeeded in finding this particular form of the word in connection to the root consonants ᵓ-
w-l, in StA or in StC.281 Nevertheless, ינאלוואלא ‘the former’ is attested in Hary’s Late JA 
sources (1992:319), (a lexeme described as more elevated in its language), thus ᵓawlāniyīn 
probably represents a sound (external) plural of this pattern. 
Another interesting plural pattern is found in the same sentence, namely the StA (elative in 
form) ر  ُخأ ‘(an)other (plural)’, but written َכואןיר  (in all three manuscripts), possibly 
pronounced ᵓuxarīn. Again, the most plausible explanation for the form, is that the scribe 
have applied a plural suffix, and this time to an already plural form: ᵓuxar (broken plural) + 
īn (sound plural). 
5.3.4 Other syntactical features 
5.3.4.1 The independent particle -an 
In StA, the conjunction ᵓan ‘that’ is employed after modal auxiliary verbs in perfect tense 
(ىغبنا ‘should’, دارأ ‘want’, عاطتسا ‘to be allowed’, نكمأ ‘to be possible’ etc.).282 It introduces a 
verbal clause which fulfills the syntactic function of an object when being subordinate to a 
transitive verb. 283 According to Blau the emergence of independent particle -an comes from 
the tanwīn accusative ending, and that it was separated from the word, no longer 
functioning as an indefinite article, but a “morpheme indicating that an indefinite noun is 
                                              
281 I am not ruling out the possibility that it exsist in either the StA or StC variety. 
282 Schulz 2000:268 
283 Schulz 2000:266 
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followed by an attribute” (1981:173). Wagner (2010:186) distinguishes between three 
different categories of the independent particle -an in her material. These are an + 
attributive adjective, an + attributive noun and an + attributive clause. In the present 
material, an + attributive adjective is attested, e.g. in תקורשו הקרש ןא המי  טע  [CAI 9b, 5-6] ‘I 
screamed out a great scream’ and םיזע ןא הכוב יכובו (GAM 10b, 11)284 ‘and he wept a great 
weep’. In two of the manuscripts, an + attributive clause is attested:285 ᵓan is employed after 
interrogative mīn / man ‘who’ (and before, takūni is used hyper-correctly in this context), as 
in ןימ ןא ינוכת  (GAM 4a, 2); ןמ ןיא ינוכת ןמו ןיא יתנא  (KAR 2a, 9) ≈ StA نم  ِتنأ  / نم وكتنين  ‘who is it 
that you (feminine) are?’. Here, ᵓan (or ᵓin as attested in KAR) takes the position as the 
predicate itself or before the predicate, and may possibly affect the following verb in the 
subjunctive tense (ينوكت vs. َِنينوكت), yet this may be difficult to detect in this particular 
context. 
5.3.4.2 -a for StA -an 
Accusative -a is found in the place of StA -an, as attested in ה  ציא286 (GAM passim; CAI passim) 
≈ StA ِ اضيأ ‘also, as well’, i.e. spelled without tanwīn in two of the three manuscripts, and 
possibly pronounced ᵓayḍā and rather than ᵓaydan. This is a feature occasionally found in 
Egyptian 19th century sources, as pointed out in e.g. Wagner (2010:49) and Hary 
(1992:89).287 Totally omitting of the tanwīn is attested in קבאס (CAI 17a, 9) ≈ StA ِ اقباس 
‘earlier’. 
                                              
284 The same feature is also attested in CAI 13b, 6. 
285 an followed by an attributive clause is also attested in Khan 2006:51 
286 א  ציא in KAR (passim). 




There are several examples of reduplication of grammatical items, as free relative clauses, 
conjunctions, prepositions, in coordinating conjunction, combinations etc, possibly as a 
result of hyper-correction. Below, some of them are presented: 
(i) Free Relative Clause. Introducing a nominal relative clause, we find kamā + mā 
and ka + miṯl + mā, as in המכ המ תנוכ ﭏחיפ הינודﭏ  (GAM 8a, 3); לתמכ המ תנוכ יפ אדה אינודﭏ  (KAR 
5a, 8-9) ‘as if I was in this world’, respectively. 
(ii) Conjunction. Conjunctions introducing subordinate clauses (e.g. StA likay, kay 
and li-) are found represented by ל  גאל אמ  (KAR 3b, 2) ‘in order that’ and reduplicated li + 
hattā + ᵓan / ᵓin: יתחל יניא ךּבוא  גא  (KAR 9a, 12); אתחל ןא ךּבוואגא  (CAI 17a, 7) ‘in order (for me) 
to answer you’. 
(iii) Preposition. A combination of the StA prepositions min and ᶜalā occurs, in 
תעטקתאו ידולג ןמ הלע ימחל  (CAI 15a, 7-8) ‘and my skin was cut from my flesh’. 
(iv) Subject. A typical StC feature is attested in הנא הייו  (GAM 13a, 8) ≈ StC anā 
wayyāh ‘me and him, together with him’. Nevertheless, the feature is followed by ןיטייסﭏ 
‘Satans (plural)’, repeating the subject: הנא הייו ןיטייסﭏ . 
(v) Coordinating conjunction fa- + fa-lammā + fa- / fa-lammā + fa-. The 
conjunction פהמל  (GAM passim) ‘so when’, functioning as conjunction of time in StA and StC, 
occurs several times in GAM and occasionally in KAR and CAI, as a conjunction of result or 
purpose (here, fa-lammā is even preceded by fa-), in יפ המליפ עמש ךּﭏז َכסﭏץ ךּלאד מוקלדרו המיפ 
והגו הלע ישוג َץכסﭏ ןאכו >..<מגמגﭏ ןימ העדא (GAM 12b, 6-8)288 ‘when the man heard what the 
                                              
288 The same function is attested in KAR 8b, 10 and CAI 16a, 8. 
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skull was telling him, he lost his conscience’. On the topic, somehow in line with the 
findings in the present three manuscripts, Hary (1992:305) writes: “When a sentence opens 
with אמל in Classical JA, it is not unusual for its apodosis to start with fa-, especially when 
the אמל clause is long. In the Megillah, however, most of the sentences that opens with אמל 
have apodosis introduced by fa- only when the verb in the אמל clause is a sensory verb (see, 
watch, hear, etc.)”. This is attested in the 17th, 18th and 19th-century copies of the 
Megillah.289 
In the KAR and CAI manuscripts, we also have attestations of fa-lammā + verb in the 
perfect tense + wa-ᵓiḏā qad + verb in the perfect tense as a conjunction of result or 
purpose: קﭏ  כﭏ אהרמא דק אדאו והימאלכ ןמ ץ  כשﭏ  ֗גרפ אמלפ (KAR 1b, 12-13);  ןמ ןאסנא ﭏ ךּﭏ  ד ׅ֗גר  פ אמל  פ
ומאלכ ה  דאו דק אהרמא קﭏ  כﭏ  (CAI 4b, 4-6) ‘when the man fell silent, the Creator commanded it…’ 
Also, we find a consistent use of fa-lammā + verb in the perfect tense + fa- + verb in the 
perfect tense, when expressing temporal clauses of simultaneousness, as in המליפ גרפ َכסﭏץ ןמ 
והמﭏכ תלקפ המגמגﭏ  (GAM 5a, 9-10) ‘When the man fell silent, the skull said’. The feature is 
attested several time throughout GAM. 
 (vi) Combinations. The combination wa-baᶜda ḏālika + ṯumma (or possibly StC tamm 
‘be completed, be accomplished’) is attested in דעבו ךּﭏ  ד םת וﭏ יל  (GAM 8a, 5-6) ≈ ‘after that, 
then they said to me’ and דעביפ ךּﭏז םת ינוﭏמח  (GAM 10a, 1) ‘after that, they brought me…’, 
probably due to hyper-correction. 
5.3.4.4 Prepositions 
In addition to frequent occurrence of StC prepositions (e.g. והמדוק [GAM 6a, 16]; והמאדוק 
[GAM 4a, 5]; ומאדוק [CAI 8a, 14] ≈ StC quddāmu ‘in front of him’ and אוג םאמחﭏ  [CAI 6b, 14] 
                                              
289 Hary 1992:305 
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≈ StC guwwa l-ḥammām ‘inside the bathroom’), there are instances of نيب ‘(in) between, 
among’ with a StA final tāᵓ marbūṭa, written with a t and used in a construct state: םוהתניב 
(GAM 7a, 7); םוהתאניב (KAR 4b, 4; CAI 9b, 2) ≈ StA مهنيب is one example. Also, we find the 
combination mā + bayn, ןיבאמ (GAM 8b, 6) ‘among, in’. 
5.3.4.5 The particle רדאל (StA qad / laqad) 
qad or laqad is a StA particle that precedes the verb. When preceding the perfect tense ( دقل 
لعف), it shows the definite execution of the action in the past.290 In GAM, the particle רדאל 
(resembling StA دقل) is written in a consistent manner (three times, in 3b, 13; 5a, 11; 12b, 
12), all three instances corresponding to the same particle spelled דקל in the other two 
manuscripts. 
5.3.4.6 fa- + mā + imperative 
Another puzzling feature is the use of fa- + ma + imperative or fa- + active participle used to 
denote an imperative, as attested in תﭏ המגמגﭏ םלעתמיפ והייאי َכסﭏץ  (GAM passim) ‘the skull said: 
So know this, O man’; I have not yet encountered this combination in StA nor StC. 
5.4 Lexical features 
The major differentiation between the variants (StA, StC, NStC [and its EgJA variety] and 
MA) are observed primarily in phonology, morphology and syntax, and only partly in the 
vocabulary. In the following paragraphs I will nonetheless try to characterize some lexical 
relationships between the variants, by addressing their differences, discussing terms of 
historical and comparative interest (some are common to two varieties or more, others are 
peculiar to only one), as well as examining the Hebrew vocabulary found. 
                                              
290 Schulz 2000:163 
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5.4.1 Typical colloquial verbs 
It is very clear that the manuscripts are under the influence of the spoken variety. All three 
manuscripts exhibit dialectal and StC ḥatt ‘to put’.: ינוטח (GAM 7b, 14; KAR 5a, 6); הוטחו (CAI 
10a, 11). We also find the dialectal, merged form of jāᵓa + bi- (+ li-) ≈ ‘to bring’ appearing 
in all of the manuscripts: ילובאג (GAM 12a, 7); ובא  גפ יל  (KAR 8a, 13; CAI 15a, 14-15b, 2) ≈ 
StA اوؤاج ب )ه (يل  ‘they brought me (something)’. Another merged form is the verb qāla and 
the preposition li-: אהלקפ (GAM 3b, 5) ≈ StA لاقف اهل  ‘so he said to her’. Another typical verb 
also found in many Arabic dialects, among them StC, is ya rēt ‘I wish’ (ya rēt + pronoun 
suffix). This verb is found in all three manuscripts: ךֵּתיראי (GAM 9a, 5); תיראי (KAR 6a, 2); 
ךּתירי (CAI 11b, 11) ‘I wish (that you)’. 
5.4.2 Unusual / substandard patterns 
Some unusual, possibly substandard plural forms according to StA and StC patterns are 
attested in the manuscripts, e.g. broken plural ליאעפ (KAR 9b, 2); ולייאע  פ (CAI 17a, 13) ≈ StA 
لاعفأ ‘(his) actions, deeds’ and the same plural, albeit both sound and broken at the same 
time: תאליאעפ (GAM 13b, 5). We also find בי  צאוק (GAM 7a, 4) ≈ StA نابُْضق StC ᵓudbān ‘rods, 
sticks, bars’, as well as the puzzling plural form הבבות (GAM 5b, 7) ≈ StA ءابطأ StC ᵓaṭibba 
‘doctors’. 
In CAI, the adjective היאתנ (CAI 5a, 8) ≈ StC nitāya ‘female’, is written akin to the word’s StC 
equivalent. In GAM and KAR however, a possible StA hybrid between َىثُْنأ and  ِي  واثُْنأ may be 
detected, in הייאתנא (GAM 4a, 4) and אֵיאתנא (KAR 2a, 10) ᵓunṯāya or ᵓunṯāye, a pattern I 
cannot seem to find attested in StC nor in StA. 
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5.4.3 The use and reflexes of StA yā and ᵓayyuhā 
The word והייא (CAI 16a, 2; 16b, 8); והייאי (GAM passim) ᵓayyahu or ᵓayyuhu ≈ StA اي اهُّيأ  or اي 
اُهّتيأ ‘O’ is attested several times. Only in the CAI manuscript it is attested in its conventional 
StA form: אהוייא (CAI passim). 
The spelling of اي ‘O’ as ي connected to the next word291 is attested few times, most frequent 
when followed by a word beginning with ᵓalif.292 This feature is illustrated in  יתוקתאיו ידיסאיו
היגראיו (GAM 3a, 13) ‘And O, my Master (and O,) my Nourisher (and O,) my Hope’ and in the 
aforementioned והייאי (GAM passim) ‘O’. 
5.4.4 Abbreviations 
The meaning of some of the abbreviations used in the three manuscripts are clear. For 
example, ו״ע (GAM passim) from StA  ِزع  ِلجو  ‘Almighty and Exalted’ and  ׳בס ׳עתו (KAR 5a, 2); 
ו״ס (GAM passim; CAI passim); תו״ס (CAI passim) from StA  ناحبس الل ىلاعتو ’Glorified and Exalted 
be He’. 
In the end of the GAM manuscript, we find a number of abbreviations which I can only 
guess the meaning behind, occurring right after one another, as shown in the following: The 
phrase in GAM 14a, 4 (containing the following abbreviations)  ם״ת נ״ו ב״ש  ֗ל  ֗ב  ֗ע I have 
interpreted, in respective order, as ם״ת = Hebrew תוּמי  מְת ‘honesty’ (possibly in connection 
with םי  מָת ‘God fearing’); נ״ו = Hebrew ושֶׁפֶנ  ‘soul, spirit’; ב״ש = Hebrew רֵאְשׁ רָשָב  ‘family 
member, relative’;  ֗ל  ֗ב  ֗ע  = תיֵבל וֹמָלוֹע  ‘in(to) his grave, eternal home’. The abbreviation ו״רי 
from the sentence העושי ןאב ףסוי ו״רי עשיﭏ ו״רי חֺנ ןדע  (GAM 14a, 6-10) seems to stand for the 
name ימלשורי ‘Yerushalmi’ or ‘the Jerusalemite’. Hence, the whole sentence possibly 
translates ‘Honesty, mind and spirit, a family member, in his eternal home, it is written to 
                                              
291 As pointed out in Hopkins 1984:§10d. 
292 In accordance with Blau 1967:§103; §113; Hopkins 1984:§27d. 
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you. I am Yeshua ben Yosef Jerusalemite, Elisha Jerusalemite Noah Eden’, yet I am very 
uncertain about this interpretation. Below, more Hebrew content from the manuscripts is 
discussed. 
5.4.5 Hebrew Content 
In line with Blanc’s findings (1964:141ff.) on the Jewish Baghdadi variant, we may say that 
everyday use of Hebrew terms are not very numerous; usually the Hebrew terms carries a 
special stylistic value, and most Hebrew words have Arabic equivalents, at least for the 
storytelling genre found in the present material. As the Hebrew words and expressions 
occurring in the manuscripts are only rarely vocalized, it is not always possible to know 
whether the pronunciation is guided by Masoretic spelling or not. Nonetheless, they are 
undoubtedly connected with religious and communal aspects of Jewish life. 
5.4.5.1 Biblical names and quotes 
The Hebrew name הֶשֺמ Moses (ىسوم in Arabic) is probably written according to its traditional 
Hebrew pronunciation (mōšē) in two of the three manuscripts. Here, it is written as it is in 
Hebrew (השמ [GAM 9b, 14; CAI 12b, 3]), whereas KAR reads יסומ (KAR 6b, 3). As for the 
latter, it is very likely that it is spelled according to StA conventions and should be 
pronounced mūsā, because the letter yāᵓ can be found in the place of ᵓalif maqṣūra 
throughout the KAR manuscript (see chapter 5.1.4.3). The CAI scribe uses the Hebrew name 
םהרבא וניבא  (CAI 12b, 2) ‘Our Father Abraham’, as opposed to the Arabic םיהרבא ﭏ َכליﭏ  
‘Abraham the friend’, found in GAM 9b, 12-13. The KAR scribe uses the direct translation 
from Hebrew אנובא םיהרבא  (KAR 6b, 2) ‘our Father Abraham’. 
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The Hebrew phrase ךּפםאי הוהי דובכ ךקדצ ךינפל ךאלהו (GAM 13b, 8-9)293  “And thy righteousness 
shall go before thee; the glory of the Lord shall be thy reward”294 is a quote from the Book of 
Isaiah. We also find the quote םדאכ ונאמי שאדח הבושנו َהכיﭏ הוהי ונאבישה (GAM 14a, 1-3)295 “Turn 
thou us unto thee, O Lord, and we shall be turned; renew our days as of old”. 
5.4.5.2 Nouns 
In CAI, the Hebrew word םיתמה ‘the dead’ is used, in י  דﭏל ור  פכי י  פ תייחת םיתמה  (CAI 13b, 13-14a, 
2) ‘those who sacrilege in blessing the dead’. םלועה ‘the world’ is attested once, in CAI 8b, 9, 
and the term for ‘hell’, םניהג (KAR passim; CAI passim) ≈ Biblical Hebrew םֺנ  היֵג is found 
throughout KAR and CAI. In GAM, it is written םהנהג (GAM passim), probably resembling 
Arabic jahannam, albeit spelled consistently with h in penultimate position, which is 
unusual. 
5.4.5.3 Other Hebrew peculiarities 
Praise and blessings are occasionally given in Hebrew, as in םיהﭏ םייח  (GAM 13b, 14) ‘(long) 
live God’, as well as in mixed (Hebrew-Arabic) components, possibly neologisms created 
from Hebrew words or roots: The example יתוקתאיו296 (GAM 3a, 13) ≈ StA wa-yā + Hebrew 
הוקת ‘(and) O, my Hope’ seems to represent a uniquely Jewish blessing. 
The Hebrew construction ןג + ןדע has been merged to one word גןדענ  (GAM 13b, 14) ‘Garden 
of Eden’. 
                                              
293 The same phrase is also found in the corresponding parts of CAI and KAR. 
294 Isa. 58.8 (from the King James Version). 
295 Lam. 5.21 (from the King James Version), resembling the phrase םֶדֶקְכּ וּניֵמָי שֵׁדַח [הָבוּשָׁנְו] בושנו ךָיֶלֵא הָוהְי וּנֵבי  שֲׁה 
296 יתוקתו in KAR 1b, 8 
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The Hebrew verb ריגתה ‘to convert to Judaism’ is not attested in StA nor StC, but is found in 

















Chapter 6: Summary and concluding remarks 
In the previous two chapters, we have examined and outlined typical features of the written 
and spoken Judaeo-Arabicin Egypt during the 19th century, based on a grammatical study 
of three contemporary Judaeo-Arabic versions of Qiṣṣat al-Jumjuma. The aim for the 
previous chapter has been to focus on the dichotomy between the substandard varieties 
Middle Arabic, Non-Standard Cairene and spoken Egyptian Jewish Arabic on one side, and 
the standard (predominantly Muslim) varieties Standard Arabic and Standard Cairene on the 
other side. Below is a summary of the most important and relevant orthographic, 
phonological, morphological, syntactical and lexical features highlighting this dichotomy, 
and in many ways supporting the notion of a distinct spoken Egyptian Jewish Arabic 
variety, although much remains to be studied in this regard: 
(i) Orthography and phonology. The scribes tend to have their own personal, 
standardized orthographic style, especially evident in their rendering of StA ᵓalif maqṣūra bi-
ṣūrati l-yāᵓ and other graphemes missing in the Hebrew alphabet. In this connection, it is 
clear that GAM is the manuscript displaying the most conspicuous personal standardizations, 
as attested in e.g. the ᵓalif-lām ligature ﭏ written in the place of StA lām-ᵓalif ligature لا, and 
plene written anaptyxis between StA consonant clusters. 
In addition to this, the manuscripts exhibit obvious traces of Late Egyptian JA orthography, 
characterized by the frequent occurrence of ᵓalif-lām ligature ﭏ, the lack of assimilation of 
sun-letters, influence of phonetic spelling and very frequent plene spelling of u, which every 
now and then provides insight to possible EgJA variants. In fact, plene spelling of u and the 
preference of u over StC i (or a) are shibboleths of EgJA, and a summary of some lexemes 
possibly unique to EgJA are presented in the paragraph on lexical features (below). 
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All three texts include several attestations of tafxīm and tarqīq. Nevertheless, these are 
frequently found adjacent to a switch of the emphasis’ place, and only occasionally in 
accordance with the phonetic rules governing emphasis spread (the ‘minimum range’ rule) 
in the StC variety. This is more typical for the GAM manuscript than for KAR and CAI. 
Rather than actually reflecting a separate set of rules governing the spread of tafxīm and 
tarqīq unique to NStC or its EgJA variety (i.e. diverging from that of StC), my own and a 
number of scholars’ findings point to an inconsistency of the scribe towards the 
representation of emphatic versus non-emphatic phonemes, who might simply reflect 
orthographic alternants of the original phoneme, and not necessarily tafxīm or tarqīq. 
Concluding on this issue for the time being, the apparent spread of tafxīm and tarqīq attested 
in Later Egyptian JA orthography may be misleading when attempting to reconstruct the 
phonetic realization of NStC (and its EgJA variety). 
This leads us to one of the most interesting features attested in the manuscripts, namely the 
occurrence of r in the place of emphatic l. It is difficult to be assertive about the consistency 
of this kind of spelling, as there are at least ten possible inconsistencies with the use of l 
where there should have been r, and a few puzzling spellings of non-emphatic StA للهاب ‘in/by 
God’ and لمارلأا ‘the widows’ as הרב and רימארקﭏ respectively. That said, there are more than 
30 unquestionable occurrences of this conspicuous consonant switch throughout the GAM 
manuscript, which may help us further understand the Later Egyptian JA orthographic 
traditions for reflecting switch of the emphasis’ place and apparent spread of tafxīm and 
tarqīq. It is a phenomenon that deserves further investigation and analysis. 
The GAM manuscript exhibits an unusual switch of q written in the place of StA ᵓ, most 
probably as a result of hyper-correction. Some examples of this very frequent phenomenon 
are taqzan ‘to allow, permit’, yā qummi ‘O, (my) mother’, qitᵓaddim ‘came forth, advanced’, 
yuqmin birrāh ‘believe in God’ il-qarḍ ‘the Earth’, etc. 
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 (ii) Morphology. The morphology of the three manuscripts is very much akin to that 
of StC. They frequently exhibit ‘Low’ variants (i.e. they show a preference towards choosing 
an informal register), violation of gender agreement in demonstratives, relatives and even 
(once) in a personal pronoun, as well as the StC relative pronoun ᵓilli in GAM, the b/m-
imperfective, the t-I. stem ᵓitfaᶜal and the geminated t-II. stem ᵓitfaᶜᶜal in both GAM and KAR. 
We also find typical MA demonstratives found in GAM and KAR (combined with the 
following noun, written dil-ḥayyāt ‘those snakes’ and [hypo-correct] dālika dil-qumūr ‘those 
things’), and the interrogative particle māḏā (in CAI) used hyper-correctly. 
NStC features are found in all three manuscripts, namely the interrogative particles ᵓēš 
‘what’, wide attestation of the nfᶜl nfᶜlū verb form (N-form), as well as the substandard, 
possibly EgJA s-I. stem ᵓisfaᶜal (in GAM). 
(iii) Syntax. The StC negation markers mā + š / šī / bi-šī are found in abundance 
throughout the material. Other negation markers found in the material exhibit strong 
influence of standardized MA pseudo-corrections, as well as a number of other hypo-
corrections. For example, lam + verb in the perfect tense negating a completed action, 
which is a frequent feature in Later and Modern Egyptian JA sources, is widely attested in 
all three manuscripts. It is a typical MA feature, which probably originated as a hypo-
correction, later to undergo standardization. In GAM and KAR, laysa + perfect is used to 
negating a completed action, which is probably another hypo-correction, especially because 
it is not conjugated according to the 1st person singular (lastu), as it should have been in 
this context, but retained in 3rd person singular laysa. mā + li + noun is attested negating 
the copula in all three manuscripts.  
The cases of nominal attribution attested in the manuscripts occasionally oppose traditional 
StA conventions for genitive constructions (or they hypo-correctly resemble such 
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constructions) and noun-adjective phrases. Rules governing definiteness in genitive 
constructions are violated, e.g. in GAM and CAI by omitting the attributive adjunct definite 
article in the construct state (zālik ḥīn ‘at that time’ and gumgumat wāhid mayyit ‘a dead 
skull’), and in all three manuscripts we find definite qualifiers following indefinite nouns 
(e.g. yōm il-fulāni ‘this such and such day’). 
The independent article -an, which is attested widely throughout my material (probably a 
morpheme indicating that an indefinite noun is followed by an attribute), is found e.g. 
preceding the attributive adjective and the attributive clause. 
Another typical Late JA feature is the frequent use and reduplications of the coordinating 
conjunction fa-. In the manuscripts we find phrases including two, and even as much as 
three fa-conjunctions in one phrase. Here, fa- + fa-lammā + fa- / fa-lammā + fa- is used as 
a conjunction of result or purpose. In line with earlier scholarly work on the topic, the 
apodosis is introduced by fa- only when the verb in the lammā clause is a sensory verb (see, 
watch, hear, etc.), and is attested in earlier Late and Modern Egyptian JA sources. 
There are also some interesting syntactical features found in the GAM manuscript, which I 
find difficult to explain. These are the particle רדאל (resembling StA دقل) and the use of fa- + 
ma + imperative or fa- + active participle םלעתמיפ ‘so know this’, used as an imperative. 
(iv) Lexical features. The manuscripts often exhibit a very colloquial content, 
strongly influenced by the StC variety. It is found occasionally in the partly classicized CAI 
manuscript, more often in the slightly less classicized KAR manuscript, and in abundance in 
the more colloquial GAM manuscript. One of many examples is the StC expression ᵓitšawwaš 
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xatri ᶜala rūḥi ‘my mind confused my soul’ found in both GAM and KAR,297 which illustrates 
the manuscripts’ strong colloquial influence. 
There are some NStC lexical variants found in the material, possibly unique to the EgJA 
variety. These are found because of the plene spelling of u in Late Egyptian JA orthography 
and the preference of u over StC i (or a) in the EgJA variety, e.g. ᶜušrīn ‘twenty’, durāᶜ 
‘cubits’, ᵓurbuᶜmīt ᵓalf ‘four hundred thousand’, ᵓunfushum ‘their souls’, ᵓumwāt ‘the dead 
(plural)’, nuṣāra ‘Christian (plural)’ and the verb pattern fuᶜul, all attested in the present 
material and most probably unique to the NStC or EgJA variant. 
Finally, biblical names and quotes are found throughout the manuscripts, albeit not in 
abundance. There are also attestations of a few Hebrew nouns, like םיתמה ‘the dead’, םניהג 
‘Hell’ and ןדענג ‘Garden of Eden’, the Hebrew-Arabic combination יתוקתאיו ‘(and) O, my Hope’ 
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298 CAI ends here. 
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